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TO  THE  MEMBERS 

OF  THE  CALIFORNIA  LEGISLATURE; 


We  are  pleased  to  forward  the  report  of  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Conservation  Study  Commission  as 
required  by  Chapter  98,  Statutes  of  1964. 

This  report  is  the  result  of  studies  undertaken  by  the 
Commission  in  the  latter  part  of  1964.  Beginning  15 
September,  1964,  the  Commission  held  weekly  public 
hearings  in  several  Bay  Area  locations  in  order  to 
receive  the  testimony  of  Federal  and  State  officials, 
city  and  county  officials,  representatives  of  various 
conservation  and  development  organizations,  private 
property  owners,  and  other  concerned  citizens.  In  all, 

56  speakers  appeared  before  the  Commission  at  12 
public  hearings.  The  Commission  was  also  helped  by  a 
number  of  informative  letters  and  other  material  sub- 
mitted to  it,  and  by  the  work  of  a private  research 
consulting  organization. 

From  the  large  audiences  present  at  the  Commission's 
public  hearings  and  from  the  volume  of  mail  it  has  re- 
ceived, the  Commission  has  become  increasingly  aware 
of  the  great  public  interest  in  the  future  of  San  Francisco 
Bay.  The  Commission  believes  that  the  recommendations 
in  this  report  will  safeguard  the  public  interest  in  the  Bay, 
will  lead  to  proper  planning  for  the  Bay  and  its  shoreline, 
and  will  provide  adequate  development  controls . 

An  appropriation  of  $75,000  was  made  by  the  Legislature 
for  the  work  of  this  Commission.  It  is  a pleasure  to  report 
to  the  Legislature  that  less  than  $45, 000  of  this  amount  was 
spent  by  the  Commission  in  carrying  out  its  assignments. 

The  Commission  respectfully  submits  its  report  for  your 
consideration  and  decision. 


Very  truly  yours 


SENATOR  "J"  EUGENE  McATEER 
Chairman 
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In  recent  years,  a growing  concern  over  the  future  of  San  Francisco 
Bay  has  been  expressed  by  conservation  and  recreation  organizations, 
by  governmental  agencies,  by  researchers  at  the  University  of  California, 
by  many  Bay  Area  citizens,  and  by  the  Bay  Area  press,  radio,  and 
television. 

This  public  concern  has  led  to  the  introduction  in  the  Legislature  of 
several  measures  relating  to  the  problems  created  by  the  ever- 
increasing,  "piecemeal"  filling  of  the  Bay.  All  but  one  of  these  bills 
died  in  committee. 

The  one  bill  that  the  Legislature  adopted  was  Senate  Bill  14  in  the  1964 
Special  Session.  As  the  result  of  the  passage  of  this  bill  (which  became 
Chapter  98,  Statutes  of  1964),  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  Study 
Commission  was  created. 

The  Commission  was  given  three  assignments: 

(a)  to  ascertain  the  public  interest  in  San  Francisco  Bay; 

(b)  to  study  the  effects  of  further  filling  of  the  Bay;  and 

(c)  to  recommend  to  the  1965  Legislature  measures  to  protect  the 
public  interest  in  the  Bay. 


SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  CONSERVATION  STUDY  COMMISSION 


HON.  "J"  EUGENE  McATEER  , Chairman 
San  Francisco  State  Senator 

JOSEPH  C.  HOUGHTELING,  Vice-Chairman 

Publisher  of  the  Sunnyvale  Daily  Standard-Register  Leader 


COMMISSIONERS 


HENRY  BOSTWICK,  JR. 

Executive  vice-president  and  general  manager  of  the 
San  Mateo  County  Development  Association 

HON.  NEWELL  B.  CASE 
Walnut  Creek  City  Councilman  and 

Vice-president  of  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
LOUIS  ETS-HOKIN 

Chairman  of  the  board  of  Ets-Hokin  Corporation,  general  contractors 

EUGENE  L.  FRIEND 
San  Francisco  businessman 

JOHN  C.  LILLY 

Vice-president  of  the  Bay  Area  Council 

HON.  NICHOLAS  C.  PETRIS 
Oakland  Assemblyman 

HON.  JOHN  F.  SHELLEY 
Mayor  of  San  Francisco 


JOSEPH  E.  BODOVITZ,  Study  Director 


FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 
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SUMMARY 

The  three  assignments  given  to  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  Study 
Commission,  and  the  unanimous  conclusions  and  recommendations  of  the 
Commission,  are  as  follows: 


"Article  4.  Powers  and  Duties  of  the  Commission 

"Section  31.  The  Commission  shall  undertake  a study- 
designed  to  ascertain  the  public  interest  in  San  Francisco 
Bay  ...  " 


The  Study  Commission  finds  that  the  public  interest  in  the  Bay  is  in  its 
beneficial  use  for  a variety  of  purposes.  The  public  has  an  interest  in 
the  Bay  as  the  most  valuable  single  resource  of  an  entire  region,  a 
resource  that  gives  special  character  to  the  Bay  Area;  as  a single  body 
of  water  that  can  be  used  for  many  purposes,  from  conservation  to 
planned  development;  and  as  a delicate  physical  mechanism  in  which 
changes  that  affect  one  part  of  it  may  also  affect  all  other  parts.  It  is 
therefore  in  the  public  interest  to  create  a politically-responsible, 
democratic  process  by  which  the  Bay  and  its  shoreline  can  be  analyzed, 
planned,  and  regulated  as  a unit. 


"Section  32.  The  Commission  shall  also  undertake  a 
study  of  the  effects  which  the  further  filling  of  San  Francisco 
Bay  will  have  upon  navigation , fish  and  wildlife , air  and 
water  pollution,  and  all  of  the  regional  needs  of  the  future 
population  of  the  Bay  region  ...  " 


The  Study  Commission  finds  that  the  present  uncoordinated,  haphazard 
manner  in  which  the  Bay  is  being  filled  threatens  the  Bay  itself  and  is 
therefore  inimical  to  the  welfare  of  both  present  and  future  residents  of 
the  area  surrounding  the  Bay.  While  some  individual  fill  projects  may 
be  both  necessary  and  desirable  for  the  needs  of  the  entire  Bay  region, 
and  while  some  cities  and  counties  may  have  prepared  detailed  master 
plans  for  their  own  Bay  lands,  the  fact  remains  that  no  governmental 
mechanism  exists  for  evaluating  individual  projects  as  to  their  effects 
on  the  entire  Bay.  The  Study  Commission  finds  that  further  piecemeal 
filling  of  the  Bay  may  place  serious  restrictions  on  navigation  in  the 
Bay,  may  destroy  the  irreplaceable  feeding  and  breeding  grounds  of  fish 
and  wildlife  in  the  Bay,  may  adversely  affect  the  quality  of  Bay  waters 
and  even  the  quality  of  air  in  the  Bay  Area,  and  would  therefore  be  harm- 
ful to  the  needs  of  the  present  and  future  population  of  the  Bay  region. 


"Section  31.  The  Commission  . . . shall  report  to  the 
Legislature  . . . with  recommended  legislation  defining 
the  public  interest  in  San  Francisco  Bay  and  recommended 
legislation  for  protecting  such  public  interest.  " 


The  Study  Commission  recommends  that  the  Legislature  create  a Bay 
Conservation  and  Development  Commission  (BCDC)  consisting  of 
representatives  of  the  Federal  government,  the  State  government,  cities 
and  counties  in  the  Bay  Area,  and  the  general  public. 

This  BCDC  should  make  a detailed  study  of  all  the  characteristics  of 
the  Bay,  including  the  quality,  quantity,  and  movements  of  the  Bay 
waters;  the  ecological  balance  of  the  Bay;  and  the  economic  interests  in 
the  Bay.  The  BCDC  should  also  study  present  and  proposed  uses  of 
the  Bay  and  its  shoreline.  Using  the  material  obtained  through  these 
studies,  the  BCDC  should  then  prepare  a comprehensive  plan  for  con- 
servation and  use  of  the  Bay  and  for  development  of  its  shoreline. 

The  Study  Commission  further  recommends  that  during  the  planning 
period  the  BCDC  endeavor  to  protect  the  present  shoreline  and  body  of 
Bay  water  to  the  maximum  extent  possible.  The  BCDC  should,  there- 
fore, be  empowered  to  issue  or  deny  permits,  after  public  hearings, 
for  any  proposed  project  that  involves  placing  fill  in  the  Bay  or  extracting 
submerged  materials  from  the  Bay. 


THE  STUDY  COMMISSION 

REPORTS  TO  THE  LEGISLATURE  AS  FOLLOWS: 

1.  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY 

San  Francisco  Bay  is  the  greatest  single  asset  in  a region  that  now 
has  almost  4 million  residents  and,  by  the  year  2020,  is  expected 
to  have  more  than  14  million. 

2.  PUBLIC  INTEREST  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY 

The  public  has  an  interest  in  the  Bay  for  a wide  variety  of  beneficial 
uses . The  public  interest  is  manifold;  it  is  a consensus  of  the  many 
and  sometimes -conflicting  uses  of  the  waters  of  the  Bay  and  of  the 
Bay  shoreline.  The  public  interest  requires  creation  of  a govern- 
mental mechanism  to  balance  competing  interests  in  the  Bay,  to 
weigh  all  the  alternatives  in  making  choices  relative  to  the  Bay, 
and  to  guide  the  conservation  and  development  of  the  Bay  and  its 
shoreline . 


The  public  interest  in  the  Bay  is  composed  of  these  factors: 

a.  The  Bay  is  a large  body  of  water  that  is  the  most  prominent 
physical  feature  of  an  entire  region.  The  Bay  gives  character, 
beauty,  and  even  the  name  to  the  Bay  Area.  The  Bay  is,  in 
most  places,  something  pleasant  to  look  at,  an  attraction  for 
visitors,  and  something  that  adds  economic  value  to  homes  and 
offices  with  a view  of  it. 

b.  The  Bay  is  a medium  of  transportation.  It  is  a waterway 
for  all  types  of  ships  and  boats,  an  open  area  over  which 
aircraft  may  fly,  and,  through  well-planned  filling,  a space 
for  present  and  future  docks,  airports,  heliports,  bridges, 
and  roadways . 
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c.  The  Bay  is  a source  of  recreation.  It  is  an  area  for  hunting, 
sport  fishing,  boating,  and  swimming.  Along  its  shores, 
observation  areas  and  scenic  drives  may  be  created. 

d . The  Bay  is  a home  for  fish  and  wildlife . It  is  the  habitat  of 
many  species  of  commercial  and  sport  fish,  and  its  tidelands 
and  marshlands  provide  breeding  and  feeding  grounds  for  birds 
on  the  Pacific  Flyway  from  Canada  to  Mexico. 

e.  The  Bay  is  a site,  through  selective  filling,  for  homes, 
apartments,  industries,  factories,  and  other  facilities  that 
provide  jobs,  purchasing  power,  and  tax  bases. 

f.  The  Bay  is  a receptacle  for  refuse,  sewage,  and  rainfall  runoff. 

g.  The  Bay  is  a part  of  the  natural  air-conditioning  that  helps 
regulate  the  climate  of  the  region. 

h.  The  Bay  is  a resource  for  the  extraction  of  minerals,  sand, 
and  gravel.  It  is  also  a potential  source  of  water  for  desalin- 
ization. 

i.  The  Bay  is  one  of  the  world's  great  harbors.  It  is  used  by 
merchant  ships  from  all  the  nations  of  the  free  world  and  by 
the  U.S.  Navy,  which  has  large  bases  fronting  on  its  waters. 

3.  PRESENT  PATTERN  OF  BAY  DEVELOPMENT 

Although  many  Federal,  State,  county,  and  city  governmental 
agencies  may  have  their  own  plans  for  development  of  parts  of 
the  Bay  and  its  shoreline,  the  present  overall  manner  of  develop- 
ment does  not  serve  the  public  interest.  Some  fill  projects  may  be 
in  the  interest  of  the  entire  Bay  Area  public.  (Example:  The  extension 
of  an  airport  runway.)  But  the  present  piecemeal  pattern  of  filling  is 
not  in  the  public  interest  because  there  are  now  no  legal  mechanisms 
and  no  legal  guidelines  for  evaluating  any  proposed  fill  project  in 
terms  of  its  effect  on  other  aspects  of  the  waters  of  the  Bay  and  its 
shoreline . This  unfortunate  situation  has  resulted  in  part  from  the 
fragmented  political  jurisdiction  over  the  Bay  and  its  tidelands;  the 
State  owns  about  50  per  cent  of  the  Bay;  the  State  has  granted  ap- 
proximately 25  per  cent  of  the  Bay  to  cities  and  counties;  the  Federal 
government  owns  about  5 per  cent;  and  private  owners  hold  the 
remaining  20  per  cent. 

4.  BAY  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 

In  order  to  protect  the  public  interest  in  San  Francisco  Bay,  a new 
regional  approach  is  necessary.  This  approach,  treating  the  entire 
Bay  as  a unit,  should  begin  with  a detailed  study  of  all  the  character- 
istics of  the  Bay,  including  the  quality,  quantity,  and  movement  of 
Bay  waters;  the  ecological  balance  of  the  Bay;  and  the  economic 
interests  in  the  Bay,  including  the  needs  of  the  Bay  Area  population 
for  industry  and  for  employment.  In  this  connection,  the  study 
should  include  the  requirements  of  industries  that  would  not  pollute 
the  Bay  nor  interfere  with  its  use  for  recreation  or  other  purposes, 
but  would  need  sites  near  deep-water  channels  or  would  need  large 
supplies  of  water  for  their  manufacturing  processes. 


In  addition,  the  study  should  examine  all  present  and  proposed  uses 
of  the  Bay  and  its  shoreline,  and  should  give  consideration  to  the 
master  plans  of  cities  and  counties  around  the  Bay. 

The  study  should  lead  to  the  preparation  of  a comprehensive  and 
enforceable  plan  for  the  conservation  of  the  water  of  the  Bay  and 
the  development  of  its  shoreline . 

This  data-gathering  and  planning  should  be  undertaken  by  a San 
Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission.  The 
Commission  should  consist  of  representatives  of  the  Federal 
Government,  the  State  Government,  cities  and  counties  in  the  Bay 
Area,  and  the  general  public. 


The  membership  should  be  as  follows; 


Number  of 
Representatives 


The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  1 

The  Federal  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  1 

The  State  Highway  Transportation  Agency  1 

The  State  Planning  Office  1 

The  State  Resources  Agency  1 

The  State  Lands  Commission  1 

The  Bay  Area  Transportation  Study 

Commission  (BATS)  1 


The  Bay  Regional  Water  Pollution  Control  Board  1 

County  Representatives  --  1 resident  of  each  of 

the  9 Bay  Area  counties,  appointed  by  the  Board 

of  Supervisors  in  each  county  9 

City  Representatives  — appointed  by  the 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG)  3 

Public  Representatives  — appointed  by  the  Governor  7 


These  members  of  the  Commission  shall  be 
residents  of  the  Bay  Area  and  shall 
include  among  the  7; 

1 representative  of  labor 
1 representative  of  an  industrial 

development  board  or  commission 
1 owner  of  privately-held  Bay  lands  as 
defined  in  Section  11  of  this  report 
1 representative  of  a recognized 
conservation  organization 
1 representative  of  a recognized 
sportsmen's  association 

Member  of  the  Senate  --  appointed  by  the 

Senate  Rules  Committee  1 


Member  of  the  Assembly  — appointed  by  the 

Speaker  of  the  Assembly  1 


Total  Membership 
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COOPERATION  WITH  BATS/ABAG  PLANNING  PROGRAM 

When  created,  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission 
shall  work  as  closely  as  possible  with  the  current  planning  program 
of  the  Bay  Area  Transportation  Study  Commission  (BATS)  and  the 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG).  The  Bay  Conserva- 
tion and  Development  Commission  should  produce  a plan  for  the 
Bay  and  its  shoreline  that  will  make  full  use  of  the  BATS/ABAG 
regional  planning  efforts.  To  avoid  duplication  of  work,  and  to  fully 
coordinate  planning  for  the  Bay  and  its  shoreline  with  planning  for  the 
land  area  surrounding  the  Bay,  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission  shall  make  maximum  use  of  data  and  information  that  will 
be  made  available  by  the  BATS/ABAG  planning  program,  by  the  work 
of  the  State  Office  of  Planning,  by  cities  and  counties,  and  by  other 
public  and  private  planning  agencies . 

The  population  projections,  economic  data,  and  other  material  to  be 
developed  by  the  BATS/ABAG  planning  staff  will  be  essential  to  the 
work  of  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission. 
Furthermore,  decisions  as  to  the  future  of  the  Bay  are  closely 
related  to  decisions  regarding  transportation  and  land  use. 

(Example:  decisions  will  have  to  be  made  regarding  proposed  freeways 
in  the  Bay,  which  may  involve  Bay  fill. ) 

DEVELOPMENT  PERMITS 

During  the  period  necessary  to  complete  a detailed  study  of  the 
Bay  and  to  prepare  a plan  for  its  conservation  and  for  the  develop- 
ment of  its  shoreline,  any  person,  in  fact  or  in  law,  or  any 
governmental  agency  wishing  to  place  fill  in  the  Bay,  or  to  extract 
submerged  material  from  the  Bay,  should  be  required  to  secure  a 
permit  from  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission. 

For  purposes  of  this  report,  fill  is  defined  as  earth  or  any  other 
substance  or  material,  including  pilings  or  structures  placed  on 
pilings . 

Permits  should  be  granted  by  the  affirmative  vote  of  a majority  of 
the  members  of  the  Commission,  provided  a fill  project  meets  the 
following  standards:  Any  project  begun  during  the  planning  period 
must  be  either: 

a.  necessary  to  the  health,  safety,  or  welfare  of  the  public  in 
the  entire  Bay  Area,  or 

b.  of  such  a nature  that  the  project  would  not  adversely  affect 
the  comprehensive  plan  being  prepared. 

PERMIT  PROCEDURE 

The  permit  procedure  for  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission  shall  begin  with  action  by  local  governments.  Any 
applicant  for  a permit  would  go  first  to  the  agency  of  local  govern- 
ment having  jurisdiction  over  the  area  in  which  the  project  is 
proposed.  The  report  of  the  local  agency  would  receive  full 
consideration  from  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission,  which  would  be  required  to  obtain  the  report  before 
acting  on  the  permit  application.  After  having  received  the  report 
from  the  local  agency,  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission  would  schedule  public  hearings,  conduct  any  additional 
investigation  it  might  wish,  and  then  make  its  decision.  The  BCDC 
should  be  required  to  act  promptly  upon  all  permit  applications . 
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8. 


BCDC  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 


The  BCDC  should  appoint,  within  a reasonable  time  from  the  date 
of  its  creation,  a citizens'  advisory  committee  to  assist  and  advise 
it  in  carrying  out  its  duties.  The  advisory  committee  should  consist 
of  no  more  than  20  members.  At  least  one  member  of  the  advisory 
committee  should  be  a representative  of  a public  agency  having 
jurisdiction  over  harbor  facilities,  and  another  should  represent  a 
public  agency  having  jurisdiction  over  airport  facilities.  The 
advisory  committee  should  also  include  representatives  of  con- 
servation and  recreation  organizations,  and  at  least  one  biologist, 
one  sociologist,  one  geologist,  one  architect,  one  landscape 
architect,  one  representative  of  an  industrial  development  board 
or  commission,  and  one  owner  of  privately-held  Bay  lands  as 
defined  in  Section  11  of  this  report. 


BCDC  PLAN  AND  REPORT  TO  THE  LEGISLATURE 


The  BCDC  should  complete  its  analysis  and  plan,  and  should  submit 
to  the  Legislature  a final  report  on  them,  no  later  than  the  fifth 
legislative  day  of  the  1968  Session.  To  the  maximum  extent  possible, 
the  BCDC  should  coordinate  its  final  recommendations  with  those 
of  the  BATS  Commission,  so  that  the  Legislature  may  consider  them 
concurrently. 


The  present  uncoordinated  manner  of  Bay  filling  should  not  inadvertently 
be  resumed  at  the  completion  of  the  work  of  the  BCDC.  Therefore,  the 
BCDC  should  remain  in  existence,  and  retain  the  power  to  grant  or  deny 
permits  for  fill  projects,  until  a permanent  governmental  mechanism  is 
created  or  designated  to  assume  this  responsibility. 


As  part  of  its  report,  the  BCDC  should  recommend  to  the  Legislature 
the  appropriate  agency  to  maintain  and  carry  out  a plan  for  the  Bay  and 
its  shoreline.  In  this  way,  the  BCDC  should  be  similar  to  the  Bay 
Area  Transportation  Study  Commission,  which  was  directed  by  the 
Legislature  to  prepare  a transportation  plan  and  also  to  "be  responsible 
for  conducting  studies  and  developing  specific  recommendations  as  to 
ways  and  means  of  implementing  the  regional  transportation  plan  which 
it  is  to  prepare . " 


As  a further  part  of  its  report,  the  BCDC  should  estimate  as  closely 
as  possible  the  amount  of  money  that  will  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
its  plan.  In  addition,  it  should  indicate  sources  from  which  this 
money  might  be  obtained,  particularly  the  money  necessary  to  pay 
for  possible  acquisition  of  lands  that  may  be  designated  for  permanent 
preservation  in  public  ownership.  Such  sources  could  include  bond 
funds  from  the  Bay  Area,  Federal  "open  space"  grants,  funds  from  the 
State,  funds  from  foundations,  and  funds  from  private  subscription. 

10.  FUNDS  FOR  THE  BCDC 

The  BCDC  should  be  financed  by  an  appropriation  from  the  State's 
General  Fund  of  $250,000  per  year.  This  money  would  be  used  as 
follows; 
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a.  To  provide  for  a small  administrative  staff  that  would 
administer  necessary  contracts  and  carry  out  the  general 
instructions  of  the  BCDC; 

b.  To  provide  for  a small  planning  staff  that  would  work  closely 
with  the  BATS/ABAG  planning  staff,  gather  necessary  infor- 
mation that  may  be  outside  the  scope  of  the  BATS/ABAG 
planning  effort,  and  recommend  to  the  BCDC  alternative 
comprehensive  plans  for  the  conservation  of  the  Bay  and 

the  development  of  its  shoreline; 

c.  To  provide  for  general  office  expenses,  including  travel  and 
the  expenses  of  BCDC  members;  and 

d.  To  provide  for  a community  information  program  and  special 
studies  necessary  to  the  work  of  the  BCDC;  these  studies 
could  be  made  through  contract  between  the  BCDC  and  other 
governmental  agencies  or  private  research  consultants. 

In  addition,  the  BCDC  should  seek  any  further  planning  money  that 
may  be  needed  from  Federal,  State,  and  local  funds  that  are  avail- 
able for  planning  purposes  in  the  Bay  Area. 

11.  DEFINITION  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY 

For  the  purposes  of  the  BCDC,  San  Francisco  Bay  should  be  defined 
as  including  the  shoals  outside  the  Golden  Gate  and  all  water  areas 
from  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  to  the  south  end  of  the  Bay  to  the 
Sacramento  River  line  (Simmons  Point-Stake  Point  in  Suisun  Bay). 
This  definition  specifically  includes  marshlands  (lands  lying  between 
mean  high  tide  and  five  feet  above  mean  sea  level),  tidelands  (lands 
lying  between  mean  high  tide  and  mean  low  tide),  and  submerged 
lands  (lands  lying  below  mean  low  tide).  This  definition  specifically 
excludes  lands  not  subject  to  tidal  action. 

12.  GRANTS  OF  BAY  LANDS 

No  further  grants  of  lands  in  San  Francisco  Bay  should  be  made  by 
the  State  to  cities,  counties,  or  other  governmental  jurisdictions 
without  the  prior  approval  of  the  BCDC . Existing  grants  that  require 
development  of  Bay  lands  by  specific  dates  should  be  amended  to 
waive  specific  requirements  for  development  pending  completion  of 
the  BCDC  Bay  and  shoreline  plan. 

13.  POLLUTION  THREAT  TO  BAY 

The  BCDC  should  give  high  priority  to  the  clear  and  present  danger 
to  San  Francisco  Bay  posed  by  the  pollution  of  Bay  waters.  In  this 
connection,  the  proposed  San  Luis  Drain  should  not  be  permitted 
to  deposit  harmful  agricultural  wastes  in  the  Bay.  Instead,  the 
Legislature  should  act  promptly  to  obtain  studies  by  the  appropriate 
Federal  and  State  agencies  leading  to  a solution  of  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley  drainage  problem  without  harm  to  San  Francisco  Bay. 


Griffenhagen-Kroeger,  Inc . 


Public  Administration  and  Finance  64  pine  street,  san  francisco  u,  California  garfield  1-3412 


San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  Study  Commission 

State  Building 

San  Francisco,  California 


Gentlemen: 

As  you  directed  we  have  determined  the  current  assessed 
valuation  and  tax  yield  of  San  Francisco  Bay  tidelands;  and 
have  mapped  all  proposed  new  developments  of  those  lands 
about  which  information  is  available.  The  accompanying 
report  and  map  show  the  full  detail  of  our  findings. 

In  brief  summary,  we  found  2,340  parcels  of  land  having  a 
total  assessed  valuation  of  $5,250,911,  yielding  $421,202  in 
property  taxes  to  nine  counties  and  numerous  other  local 
jurisdictions.  This  is  less  than  one-tenth  of  one  percent  of 
the  total  assessed  value  and  property  tax  yield  in  these 
counties . 

We  have  identified  34  proposed  developments,  totaling  16,261 
acres,  with  a potential  assessed  valuation  of  $473,250,000, 
to  support  an  estimated  population  of  164,000,  and  to  provide 
industrial,  commercial,  recreation  and  other  public  use  sites 
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SUMMARY 


There  are  2,340  parcels  of  land  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  tidelands  with 
a current  assessed  valuation  of  $5,250,911,  yielding  a total  of  $421,202 
in  taxes  on  tangible  property  to  nine  counties  and  some  combination  of 
other  local  governments.  This  is  less  than  one-tenth  of  one  percent  of 
the  aggregate  of  $8,256,  122,  125  of  all  assessed  tangible  valuation  in  the 
nine  counties.  The  highest  percentage  of  assessed  valuation  in  tidelands 
is  in  Marin  County,  at  about  one-third  of  one  percent.  There  is  an  even 
less  significant  amount  of  added  assessed  valuation  in  improvements  and 
personalty  on  tidelands,  not  included  in  this  report  on  the  assumption 
that  any  tidelands  control  will  not  suspend  present  uses  of  the  land  which 
reflect  these  slight  added  values. 

By  county,  the  number  of  tideland  properties  identified,  their  assessed 
valuation,  their  tax  yield  and  the  county-wide  assessed  values  is  as 
follows : 


Tideland 
COUNTY  Parcels 

Tideland 

Assessed 

Valuation 

Tideland 

Tax 

Yield 

Total  Assessed 
Tangible 
Valuation 

Contra  Costa 

146 

$1,705,418 

$129,414 

$1,  133,953,645 

Alameda 

112 

650,830 

55,743 

1,543,395,260 

Santa  Clara 

11 

67,570 

5,699 

1,860,551,530 

San  Mateo 

148 

935,600 

77, 194 

1,064,368,100 

San  Francisco 

1,009 

111, 725 

10,312 

1,641,063,874 

Marin 

398 

1,045, 110 

94,480 

361,796,361 

Sonoma 

1 

2,  990 

228 

321,778, 670 

Napa 

9 

159,268 

11, 199 

106,528,500 

Solano 

506 

572,400 

36,933 

222,686, 185 

2,340 

$5,250,911 

$421,202 

$8,256, 122, 125 

The  negligible  proportion  of  assessed  value  on  the  tidelands  would 
probably  prove  to  be  a higher  percentage  of  the  total  value  in  cities  or 
districts  within  the  county,  but  we  have  seen  no  evidence  that  it  would 
be  substantial.  It  would  require  a good  deal  of  added  time  and  cost  to 
calculate  the  precise  effect  on  each  political  subdivision. 

It  is  evident  that  the  assessors  regard  the  tidelands  as  idle  land  with 
little  immediate  value.  In  startling  contrast,  the  potential  assessed 
valuation  of  the  developments  disclosed  to  us  is  $473,250,000,  created 
by  the  planned  development  of  only  a small  part  of  the  total  land  involved. 
In  addition,  there  would  be  the  added  uncalculated  created  value  of  recrea- 
tion and  other  public  uses  included  in  these  developments.  This  suggests 
that  any  tax  abatement  during  a period  of  control  needs  to  be  coupled  with 
plans  to  assure  that  potential  values  are  recognized  by  the  assessors  when 
the  development  of  these  lands  is  permissible. 


The  accompanying  map  depicts  all  the  pending  developments  we  were  able  21 

to  learn  about.  There  is  some  overlapping  shown  because  there  are  cases 
of  conflict  between  a public  plan  and  that  of  private  owners . What  the  map 
cannot  show  are  the  many  places  in  such  a stage  of  consideration  that  the 
plan  cannot  yet  be  disclosed.  No  one  has  refused  to  provide  information; 
but  some  have  probably  neglected  to  report  all  they  have  in  mind . 

These  plans  represent  a total  of  16,261  acres,  estimated  to  support  a 
population  of  164,000  and  with  varying  provisions  for  industry,  commerce, 
recreation  and  other  public  uses. 

Our  estimate  of  $473,250,000  of  added  assessed  valuation  is  based  on 
developers'  estimates  of  dwelling  units  to  be  provided,  the  acreage 
allotted  to  industrial  and  commercial  uses,  and  the  public  utilities 
required  to  serve  the  combination. 

There  is  a frenzy  of  planning  involving  the  tidelands . Uncertainty  about 
future  controls  is  clearly  a contributing  factor.  Some  plans  are  well 
conceived;  others  are  but  general  outlines  of  an  area  expected  to  be 
developed . Relatively  little  of  what  is  reported  can  be  related  to  a 
firm  time-table.  Many  are  plans  with  which  to  proceed  when,  as,  and 
if  the  conditions  justify. 

The  uncertain  future  does  not  center  entirely  on  what  may  happen  to  control 
private  planning  and  development.  It  also  stems  in  part  from  the  not  yet 
precise  future  plans  for  freeways.  The  plan  for  a Bayfront  Freeway 
running  from  San  Francisco  south,  roughly  paralleling  the  Bayshore,  for 
example,  causes  many  to  assume  that  tidelands  from  the  new  freeway  to 
the  present  shoreline  will  eventually  be  filled.  There  are  some  present 
plans  based  on  this  assumption;  in  some  cases  there  are  plans  ignoring 
the  assumption;  and  in  yet  other  cases,  plans  are  awaiting  a more  specific 
location  of  the  freeway  route.  The  future  of  south  Bay  crossings  — particu- 
larly the  location  of  approaches  and  interchanges  --  adds  a further  element 
of  uncertainty. 

There  are  plans  within  plans,  and  not  all  in  harmony  with  each  other. 

San  Mateo  County,  for  example,  has  a master  plan  which  is  not  binding 
on  its  cities.  South  San  Francisco,  in  turn,  has  a plan,  but  is  aware  of 
private  plans  within  its  limits  that  may  not  conform. 

Berkeley  has  a policy  endorsing  open  water  from  University  Avenue  south; 
Emeryville  is  urging  fast  development  for  added  residential  and  shopping 
areas;  and  a comprehensive  plan  developed  for  the  Santa  Fe  Railroad, 
owner  of  3,300  acres  stretching  from  the  Bay  Bridge  approach  to  Hoffman 
Boulevard,  Richmond,  is  now  apparently  regarded  by  the  Company  as 
politically  impractical  because  of  the  differing  policies  of  the  several 
agencies  having  jurisdiction  over  parts  of  the  land.  This  plan,  although 
already  publicly  announced,  is  not  included  on  the  map  because  we  were 
told  that  at  this  time  its  future  is  uncertain. 

In  short,  there  are  many  specific  plans  to  use  portions  of  the  tidelands; 
but  taken  together,  they  are  not  a balanced  plan  for  their  best  total  use. 

Many  plans  are  attractive  to  local  governments  for  their  potential  for  the 
expansion  of  industry  and  commerce,  the  support  of  additional  population, 
and  the  enriching  of  the  tax  base . Whether  they  take  due  account  of  all 
the  other  values  that  need  to  be  preserved  on  the  Bay  is  another  question. 

We  were  asked  to  depict,  not  to  evaluate.  The  map  and  further  support- 
ing text  show  what  is  under  consideration  to  assist  the  Commission  in  its 
determination  of  a course  of  action. 


PLANNED  DEVELOPMENT 


The  planned  development  of  tidelands  shown  on  the  following  map  reflects 
all  we  were  able  to  learn  about  in  the  two  months  available  for  this  study. 

It  is  probably  incomplete,  both  because  of  the  understandable  reluctance 
of  some  owners  or  developers  to  disclose  plans  and  because  we  may  not 
have  a clue  to  lead  us  to  some  of  what  is  planned. 

In  seeking  this  information  we  reviewed  all  available  published  reports, 
consulted  the  planning  officials  of  all  public  agencies  touching  the  Bay, 
and  communicated  with  all  property  owners  suggested  by  any  source  as 
having  a development  in  any  stage  of  consideration.  Clues  to  these 
possibilities  we  found  in  the  press,  in  interviews  with  interested  persons, 
in  testimony  before  the  Study  Commission,  in  the  permit  files  of  the  Corps 
of  Army  Engineers,  and  through  the  courtesy  of  professional  planners  and 
engineers  aware  of  what  is  under  consideration. 

The  map  emphasizes  the  Bay,  with  little  land  area  identification  except  for 
principal  place  names.  Present  and  possible  Bay  crossings  are  shown, 
not  because  they  require  filling  but  because  of  their  probable  effect  on 
future  plans.  Proposed  freeways  involving  fill  are  also  shown. 

The  reported  planned  developments  are  numbered  on  the  map,  starting 
in  Richmond  and  running  generally  clockwise  around  the  Bay  to  Vallejo. 
Where  a number  is  encircled  with  dots,  there  are  conflicting  plans  for 
the  same  area. 


VALLEJO 


I© 


©1 


MAP  REFERENCE  1 
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PROJECT: 
DATA  FROM: 
DESCRIPTION: 

TIME  TABLE; 

PROJECT: 
DATA  FROM: 

DESCRIPTION: 

FILL: 

TIME  TABLE; 


PROJECT: 
DATA  FROM: 
LOCATION: 


Richmond  Sanitary  Service  Company  fill 

Frank  Lagoria,  partner,  Richmond  Sanitary  Service  Company 

Application  made  to  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  for  a per- 
mit to  dike  and  fill  an  area  of  90  acres  at  the  foot  of  Parr 
Street,  Richmond.  No  estimate  is  possible  of  the  time  it 
will  take  to  fill  the  90-acre  area  with  garbage. 

Unknown;  permit  for  fill  not  yet  issued  by  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers . 


MAP  REFERENCE  2 


Standard  Oil  Company  fill  to  provide  process  plant  sites 
for  new  oil  refining  and  chemical  units 

N.T.  Bogart,  Jr.,  Director  and  Vice  President,  Standard 
Oil  Company  of  California,  Western  Operations,  Inc., 
letter  of  November  9,  1964. 

Richmond  refinery  property  east  of  Point  San  Pablo  Yacht 
Harbor.  Fill  30  acres  for  new  plant  site  1965-1970  on  the 
San  Pablo  Canal;  fill  25  acres  for  new  plant  sites  1970-1975. 

At  the  request  of  the  Point  San  Pablo  Yacht  Club,  a small 
area  immediately  adjacent  to  it  will  be  diked  to  receive 
spoil  from  dredging  the  club  plans  in  its  harbor. 

Above  work  within  the  next  year;  filling  of  internal  areas 
during  the  next  10  years. 

The  company  reports  no  plans  for  filling  any  of  its  200 
tideland  acres  that  face  the  Bay  south  of  Point  San  Pablo. 


MAP  REFERENCES  3,  4,  7 and  8 


Port  of  Oakland 

Executive  Director  and  Chief  Engineer,  Port  of  Oakland 

Port -owned  lands  north  and  south  of  Bay  Bridge  approach 
in  the  East  Bay,  including  these  areas  indicated  on  the 
map: 

3 . North  Harbor  Area 
4.  Oakland  Mole 
7 . Oakland  Industrial  Park 

8 . Metropolitan  Oakland  International  Airport 
extension 
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DESCRIPTION:  Land  immediately  north  of  Bay  Bridge  approach  has  been 
designated  as  a spoil  disposal  area  for  dredged  material 
following  channel  dredging  in  Oakland  Harbor  of  some 
7,000,000  cubic  yards  of  material.  Also  designated  is  the 
Oakland  Industrial  Park,  adjacent  to  San  Leandro  Bay 
between  the  Nimitz  Freeway  and  the  airport. 

FILL:  Disposal  of  7,000,000  cubic  yards  of  material  obtained 

from  channel  dredging. 

TIME  TABLE:  Contemplated  dredging  will  start  in  1966.  The  Port  antici- 
pates development  of  area  north  of  the  bridge  in  10  to  20 
years,  and  development  of  the  southern  area  within  5 years. 


MAP  REFERENCE  5 


PROJECT:  Harbor  Land  Community  Development,  City  of  Alameda 

DATA  FROM:  Report  presented  by  Harbor  Land  Community  Development 

Company,  Sausalito,  January,  1964,  and  telephone  interview 
with  company  representative. 


LOCATION:  South  of  Central  Avenue  at  4th  Street,  Alameda 

DESCRIPTION:  A 100-acre  development  containing  1,400  multiple  units,  a 

commercial  development,  500  berths  for  boats,  a convention 
center,  and  a school.  Estimated  population  of  3,500. 


FILL:  Making  a dike  presently  and  will  fill 

TIME  TABLE:  First  building  unit  to  start  in  February,  1965. 


MAP  REFERENCE  6 


PROJECT:  Bay  Farm  Island,  City  of  Alameda 

DATA  FROM:  Development  Plan,  Bay  Farm  Island,  Shoreline  Properties, 

Inc.,  June,  1964. 

LOCATION:  Across  San  Leandro  Bay  channel  from  island  of  Alameda 

DESCRIPTION:  1,001  acres  next  to  Oakland  International  Airport,  adjacent 
to  golf  course;  890  acres  are  tidelands.  The  present  project 
area  is  723  acres  (balance  in  reserve),  60  per  cent  for 
residential  use,  17  per  cent  for  schools,  parks,  churches, 
commercial  and  marina,  23  per  cent  for  lagoons  and  streets. 
Anticipated  population  is  15  to  16,000  in  5,670  housing  units 
— 50  percent  in  "family-type"  housing.  Completed  total 
value  is  estimated  at  $177  million. 


— 


FILL: 

TIME  TABLE; 
NOTE: 


PROJECT: 
DATA  FROM: 

LOCATION: 

DESCRIPTION: 

FILL: 

TIME  TABLE: 
NOTE; 


Lands  that  were  once  behind  dikes  have  been  inundated  27 

by  high  tide  for  some  years.  Some  portions  of  the  project 

area  are  covered  with  mud  up  to  50  feet  in  depth.  The 

southerly  portion  is  partially  "upland"  and  partially  tide- 

lands  underlain  by  sand.  Dikes  will  be  constructed  and 

fill  will  be  obtained  from  large  sand  deposit  in  the  Bay 

within  one  mile  and  directly  west  of  the  project. 

First  housing  units  to  be  constructed  in  1967.  The  total 
project  will  require  10  to  15  years. 

It  is  possible  that  the  proposed  South  Bay  bridge  crossing 
will  come  into  the  project  area. 


MAP  REFERENCES  7 and  8 

See  discussion  under  "Map  Reference  3." 


MAP  REFERENCE  9 


Roberts  Landing,  City  of  San  Leandro 

Roberts  Landing  General  Plan  report  to  Trojan  Powder 
Company  by  Wilsey,  Ham  and  Blair. 

San  Leandro  Bay  front,  two  mile  strip 

1,380  acres;  1/3  for  industrial  use;  1/3  for  public  uses, 
recreation  or  open  space;  1/4  for  residential  development 
for  about  17,000  people;  5 per  cent  for  commercial  use. 

Estimated  that  11.5  million  cubic  yards  of  fill  will  be 
needed . 

Will  be  from  1 to  2 years  before  engineering  studies  are 
completed;  from  12  to  15  years  before  plans  are  carried 
out 

There  is  conflict  here  since  the  City  of  San  Leandro  has  a 
condemnation  suit  on  all  tidelands.  See  "Map  Reference  10." 


MAP  REFERENCE  10 


PROJECT: 
DATA  FROM: 
DESCRIPTION: 


PROJECT: 
DATA  FROM: 


LOCATION: 

DESCRIPTION: 


FILL: 

TIME  TABLE; 


City  of  San  Leandro  - Shoreline  Development 

Documents  of  the  City  of  San  Leandro 

Two  years  after  annexation  of  the  shoreline  area  to  San 
Leandro  (1956),  a City  Council -appointed  citizens'  com- 
mittee recommended  a plan  of  shoreline  acquisition  and 
development.  This  plan  was  adopted  in  1958  and  again  in 
1960  as  a part  of  the  General  Plan  of  the  city. 

All  shoreline  property  required  for  the  city's  shoreline 
plan  has  been  acquired,  with  the  exception  of  the  Trojan 
Powder  Company  properties  consisting  of  water  area  and 
approximately  170  acres  of  marshland  area. 

For  a conflicting  proposal,  see  "Map  Reference  9." 


MAP  REFERENCE  11 


Proposed  Alameda  Creek-Coyote  Hills  Aquatic  Park 

Statement  before  the  Bay  Conservation  Study  Commission, 
November  17,  1964,  by  representatives  of  the  Alameda 
County  Flood  Control  District  and  the  East  Bay  Regional 
Park  District. 

Report  by  Wilsey,  Ham  and  Blair,  "A  New  Aquatic  Park 
for  the  Region,"  January,  1964. 

On  the  eastern  shore  of  San  Francisco  Bay,  just  north  of 
the  Dumbarton  Bridge . Portions  of  the  proposed  park  are 
within  the  cities  of  Fremont,  Hayward,  and  Union  City. 

The  center  of  the  proposed  park  is  the  proposed  improvement 
area  of  Alameda  Creek  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers . The 
project  consists  primarily  of  constructing,  enlarging,  and 
straightening  the  Alameda  Creek  channel  from  the  hills  to 
the  Bay.  The  park  plan  proposes  to  deepen  the  channel  from 
the  leeward  side  of  Coyote  Hills  to  the  navigable  waters  of 
the  Bay.  Two  large  inland  lakes  will  be  created  for  a variety 
of  recreational  uses.  The  initial  park  encompasses  approxi- 
mately 2,000  acres.  Plans  for  a wide  variety  of  recreational 
uses,  parks,  riding  trails,  lagoons,  swimming  pools,  golf 
courses,  as  well  as  commercial  recreational  uses  such  as  a 
hotel,  boatel,  and  restaurant  are  proposed  in  the  plan. 

Information  not  available 

Proposal  developed  in  three  phases:  to  1970;  1970  to  1980; 
and  1980  to  2020. 


MAP  REFERENCE  12 
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PROJECT: 
DATA  FROM; 

LOCATION: 

DESCRIPTION: 


TIME  TABLE; 


PROJECT: 

LOCATION: 
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City  of  Palo  Alto  Baylands 

Interview  with  City  Manager,  Palo  Alto;  Palo  Alto  Baylands 
Study,  August,  1964. 

Approximately  1,885  acres  of  land  to  the  east  of  Bayshore 
Freeway,  owned  by  the  City  of  Palo  Alto 

The  City  of  Palo  Alto,  following  a planned  land  acquisition 
program  of  many  years,  has  been  developing  Bay  lands  for 
recreational  and  public  uses.  At  present  there  is  a yacht 
harbor,  airport,  municipal  service  center,  sewage  treatment 
plant,  golf  course,  and  refuse  area.  It  is  proposed  that  the 
city  expand  the  refuse  disposal  area,  giving  the  city  95  acres 
of  filled  land  when  completed.  A fire  station  is  being 
considered  for  location  in  the  Baylands,  as  are  a wildlife 
preserve  and  an  expansion  of  the  yacht  harbor. 

The  Palo  Alto  Baylands  Study  was  presented  to  the  Palo 
Alto  City  Council  in  mid -November  for  consideration. 
Specific  plans  were  not  adopted  at  the  time  of  preparation 
of  this  report. 


MAP  REFERENCE  13 


Master  Plan  of  the  County  of  San  Mateo,  adopted  1960, 
last  amended  1962 

The  County  of  San  Mateo 

"The  Master  Plan  is  a general  guide  to  the  coordinated  and 
harmonious  development  of  the  county  . . This  is  a county- 
wide plan,  in  the  sense  that  it  is  not  restricted  to  particular 
political  jurisdictions  within  the  county;  rather  it  is  con- 
cerned with  the  uses  of  land  and  facilities  for  circulation 
which  will  affect  all  parts  of  San  Mateo  County  as  well  as 
portions  of  neighboring  counties." 

The  county  has  governmental  jurisdiction  over  a relatively 
small  part  of  the  Bay  tidelands . Local  jurisdictions  have 
the  responsibility  over  the  majority  of  the  tidelands. 

Redwood  City's  planned  development  for  Redwood  Shores  is 
in  conflict  with  the  county  Master  Plan  which  indicates  the 
Redwood  Shores  area  for  open  recreation  space.  The  cities 
of  Brisbane,  San  Mateo,  and  Menlo  Park  are  now  considering 
tideland  use  plans . 
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Fill  by  South  County  Refuse  Disposal  District  on  land  owned 
by  Leslie  Salt  Company,  located  within  the  City  of  Menlo 
Park 

City  Planner,  City  of  Menlo  Park;  representative  of  South 
County  Refuse  Disposal  District. 

Area  is  behind  existing  dikes,  on  land  once  occupied  by 
salt  ponds  of  the  Leslie  Salt  Company. 

The  district  is  filling  a 20- acre  site  on  leased  land 'at  the 
rate  of  about  1/2  acre  per  month. 

The  County  of  San  Mateo  is  proposing  to  develop  a 175 -acre 
area,  including  the  filled  land  described  above,  as  open 
space  after  it  has  been  filled  with  refuse. 
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Redwood  Shores,  an  expansion  of  Redwood  City 

Statement  by  president  of  Leslie  Salt  Company  before  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  Study  Commission, 

November  10,  1964. 

Redwood  City  General  Improvement  District  No.  1-64  — 
General  Facilities  Plans,  March,  1964. 

East  of  Bayshore  Freeway,  south  of  Belmont  Slough,  and 
north  of  existing  Port  of  Redwood  City.  Its  eastern  limits 
are  generally  defined  by  a line  of  existing  dikes  separating 
the  development  area  from  San  Francisco  Bay. 

Development  site  is  composed  of  some  4,400  acres,  of  which 
approximately  3,850  acres  will  be  filled  and  graded,  or 
excavated  for  lakes.  The  site  is  to  accommodate  upward 
of  65,000  people.  The  value  of  land  and  improvement 
eventually  will  be  in  the  neighborhood  of  a billion  dollars . 

The  project  will  include  various  housing  types,  commercial 
centers,  schools,  parks,  major  shopping  areas,  and  industrial 
research  estates.  Single-family  units  and  maisonettes  com- 
prise roughly  half  the  total  family  units,  and  multi-family 
units  in  garden  apartments  and  high-rise  buildings  are  to 
accommodate  another  50  per  cent  of  the  population. 

" ...  our  lands,  which  extend  from  the  northern  limits  of 
Redwood  City  on  the  west  around  the  south  end  of  the  Bay  to 
the  City  of  Hayward  on  the  east  are  not  part  of  the  Bay  and 
this  fact  is  substantiated  by  maps  of  the  U.S.  Coast  and 
Geodetic  Survey  dating  from  1862." 


J 


TIME  TABLE;  From  10  to  15  years  to  complete  the  entire  project. 
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Foster  City 

"Brewer  Island  Today,  Foster  City  Tomorrow,"  Wilsey, 
Ham  and  Blair,  July,  1960. 

12  miles  south  of  San  Francisco,  adjoining  the  City  of 
San  Mateo. 

"The  first  attempt  to  create  a city  in  toto,  complete  with 
employment  and  all  community  facilities  and  services  and 
designed  as  a single,  balanced  composition."  3,000  acres 
of  reclaimed  land  being  developed  for  a wide  variety  of  uses 
and  a future  population  of  35,000  residents.  All  types  of 
housing  — single  family,  garden  apartments,  high-rise 
buildings  and  hotels,  totaling  8,000  units. 

Commercial  development  of  50  acres.  Industrial  develop- 
ment of  330  acres,  with  employment  for  5,000  workers 
within  the  next  10  to  15  years.  8 to  9 elementary  schools, 

2 junior  high  schools  and  1 high  school.  5 acres  for  a 
civic  center  and  berths  for  750  boats. 

"The  site  for  Foster  City  is  underlain  by  soft  compressible 
organic  silty  clay  to  a depth  varying  from  30  to  90  feet.  Over 
a large  part  of  the  area  the  surface  crust  has  been  used  for 
many  years  as  pasture  and  farm  land . Although  the  average 
elevation  is  at  mean  sea  level,  a system  of  levees  or  dikes 
has  reportedly  kept  this  area  drained  and  prevented  the  en- 
croachment of  Bay  tides  for  about  100  years." 


MAP  REFERENCE  17 


Mariners  Island,  Planned  Community,  City  of  San  Mateo 
City  of  San  Mateo  Planning  Department 

A 320-acre  development,  with  a total  estimated  population  of 
29,235  people.  To  be  included  in  the  development  are  residential 
units  of  town  houses,  garden  and  high-rise  apartments,  schools, 
parks,  a hotel -motel,  convention  center,  and  commercial  and 
light  industrial  developments.  Estimated  total  value  of  two 
hundred  million  dollars . 

Mariners  Island  is  a part  of  Brewer  Island  which  was  diked 
off  many  years  ago.  However,  3 or  4 feet  of  fill  will  be 
placed  on  top  of  existing  land. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  residential  developments  will  be 
completed  in  5 to  7 years  with  the  exception  of  the  high-rise 
apartments  to  be  completed  in  10  to  15  years.  The  commer- 
cial area  is  estimated  for  development  in  10  to  15  years. 
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Fill  projects  within  the  City  of  Burlingame 
City  Planner,  City  of  Burlingame 

The  filled  properties  extend  some  300  feet  into  the  Bay, 
according  to  the  City  Planner,  and  run  along  the  edge  of 
the  city  east  of  the  freeway. 

The  7 parcels  indicated  as  having  been  diked  and  filled  or 
now  in  the  process  of  being  filled,  are  zoned  for  industrial 
use.  Two  of  the  northerly  properties  are  merely  receiving 
fill  as  it  is  available,  anticipating  complete  filling  within  a 
year. 

A new  music  theater  has  already  been  constructed  on  land 
on  which  fill  was  completed  in  1964.  The  present  city  dump 
of  97  acres  will  be  filled  in  2 or  3 years  and  will  be  con- 
verted to  a city  park.  The  two  southern-most  properties  are 
completely  diked  and  are  now  being  filled. 
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San  Francisco  International  Airport  - Runway  Extension 

James  K.  Carr,  Manager  of  Utilities,  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco 

On  San  Francisco  Bay,  in  San  Mateo  County 

Since  1960  San  Francisco  has  planned  the  extension  of 
Runway  28-R  to  a length  of  11,870  feet  from  its  present 
length  of  9,  700  feet. 

The  fill  of  1, 000,  750  cubic  yards  will  take  about  two  years 
to  complete. 


TIME  TABLE:  The  project  is  expected  to  commence  early  in  1966. 
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Pacific  Air  Commerce  Center 

Pacific  Air  Commerce  Center,  Inc.,  M.  Sherman  Eubanks, 
Vice  President 

Coyote  Point  on  the  south  to  Hunter's  Point  on  the  north, 
inboard  from  the  proposed  Bayfront  Freeway. 

Expansion  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  facilities  involving 
new  concepts  in  movement  of  air  freight.  Center  would 
include  buildings  and  other  facilities  for  cargo  handling, 
warehousing,  administration  and  marketing  activities  and 
the  governmental  functions  related  to  them.  In  addition,  there 
would  be  gathered  together  every  facility  that  can  be  brought 
together  for  the  expeditious  and  profitable  transaction  of 
business  centering  around  the  airport. 

"in  the  absence  of  a specific  plan,  it  is  impossible  to  set 
precise  boundaries  on  the  airport  planning  area.  However, 
the  airport  management  has  defined  the  area  from  Coyote 
Point  on  the  south  to  Hunter's  Point  on  the  north  as  being 
its  zone  of  vital  interest."  Estimated  300  acres  of  submerged 
lands  and  tidelands  lying  between  present  runways  and  existing 
shores  of  the  Bay  to  be  filled. 

" ...  it  would  take  perhaps  5 to  6 years  before  the  essential 
new  runway  extensions  would  be  completed  and  reclaimed 
land  adjacent  to  them  would  be  ready  for  building.  Under 
the  government's  schedule,  supersonic  transports  hopefully 
will  be  ready  for  test  flights  around  1968,  and  hopefully  these 
aircraft  will  be  ready  to  carry  passengers  by  the  middle  of 
1970." 
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American  Bridge  Division,  U.S.  Steel 

Plant  Manager,  American  Bridge  Division,  San  Francisco 

At  west  end  of  the  Oyster  Point  Ship  Channel,  South  San 
Francisco 

Filling  of  open  water,  U.S.  Steel  property 

Engineering  is  complete.  Construction  is  proposed  for 
the  next  1 to  5 years . 
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City  of  South  San  Francisco,  General  Plan  Studies,  1962 

Reports  prepared  for  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco  by 
William  Spangle  and  Associates 

"Major  changes  in  the  waterfront  are  recommended  in 
order  to  provide  the  land  and  water  required  to  meet  the 
projected  industrial  and  recreational  needs  of  the  City. 

These  changes  are  directly  influenced  by  the  proposed 
location  of  the  Bayfront  Freeway  which  approximately 
follows  the  existing  shallow  water  limit  (-61  mean  lower 
low  water)  in  a sweeping  curve  from  Point  San  Mateo  to 
Candlestick  Point.  The  shoreline  generally  follows  the 
freeway  except  where  it  forms  two  water  areas  off  Point 
San  Bruno.  Guadalupe  Bay,  the  northern  horseshoe -like 
bay,  is  proposed  for  recreational  purposes  and  will  provide  a 
a large  protected  water  area  for  small  boats . The  southern 
water  area  is  proposed  as  a commercial  port  and  is  bounded  < 
generally  by  the  existing  bulkhead  lines  of  San  Bruno  Channel.' 

" ...  filling  is  proposed  in  the  industrial  area,  port  area, 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airport.  Additional  fill  would  also  j 
be  necessary  in  the  northern  part  of  the  planning  area  be- 
tween the  proposed  Bayfront  Freeway  and  existing  Bayshore 
Freeway  to  provide  land  for  a regional  park  and  a light 
industrial  concentration." 
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Hunter's  Point  Industrial  Park,  San  Francisco 

E.  Elmore  Hutchison,  President,  Hunter's  Point  Reclamation 
District. 

South  of  India  Basin  and  east  of  Candlestick  Park 

350  acres  to  be  developed  for  an  industrial  park  in  conformity 
with  the  San  Francisco  City  and  County  Master  Plan. 

A portion  has  already  been  reclaimed,  including  land  for  a j 
70-acre  parking  lot  at  Candlestick  Park. 

Plan  to  start  development  in  1965,  as  soon  as  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  completes  purchase  of  street 
area  from  the  State  of  California. 
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San  Francisco  Port  Authority  Development 

DATA  FROM: 

Representatives  of  San  Francisco  Port  Authority 

LOCATION: 

Army  Street  Terminal 

DESCRIPTION:  The  60-acre  Army  Street  terminal  is  on  the  north  side  of 


FILL: 

the  Islais  Creek  Channel.  It  will  be  an  8 -berth  pier,  costing 
$25  million. 

Approximately  half  of  the  area  was  filled  when  the  Authority 
acquired  it.  The  Authority  is  now  dredging  the  channel  and 
replacing  the  mud  with  solid  fill. 

TIME  TABLE; 

Scheduled  for  completion  in  the  fall  of  1966. 

PROJECT: 

MAP  REFERENCE  25 

San  Francisco  Port  Authority  Development 

DATA  FROM: 

Representatives  of  San  Francisco  Port  Authority 

LOCATION: 

Proposed  super  terminal  is  located  south  of  Islais  Creek 
to  and  including  India  Basin  area. 

DESCRIPTION:  Proposed  terminal  of  10  berths 


FILL: 

Fill  from  Islais  Creek  Channel  to  India  Street  inboard  of 
bulkhead  line;  area  mostly  filled  now.  Additional  filling 
planned  south  of  India  Creek  inboard  of  bulkhead  line;  some 
of  area  being  filled  by  spoil  from  Army  Street  Terminal. 
Although  not  indicated  on  the  map  because  it  would  be  too 
small  to  show,  the  Authority  is  also  planning  a 6 -berth 
terminal  at  Pier  72,  with  fill  and  open  dock  area.  The 
Authority  is  authorized  to  fill  as  fill  material  becomes 
available . 

TIME  TABLE:  Proposed  for  the  next  5 to  10  years.  Depending  on  when 
a freeway  is  built,  the  6 -berth  terminal  at  Pier  72  may 


be  built  within  the  next  5 to  10  years. 
MAP  REFERENCE  26 

PROJECT: 

Sausalito  Properties,  Inc. 
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On  the  Bay  front.  City  of  Sausalito.  Gross  area  is  42  acres;  i 
net  is  37,  not  including  the  streets.  It  is  planned  to  fill  half  , 
of  the  area,  with  the  balance  to  be  dredged  for  waterways. 

On  the  filled  area  there  are  plans  for  a motel,  apartments, 
restaurants,  swimming  pools,  and  commerce  related  to 
marine  use. 

Some  dredging  for  channels  and  harbor,  fill  of  21  acres  for 
buildings . 

It  will  take  4 years  to  develop  the  total  plan,  once  it  is  started. 

Owners  of  Sausalito  Properties  requested  a fill  permit  from 
the  City  of  Sausalito.  The  city  decided  not  to  grant  the  permit,  i 
and  further  declared  a 3 -year  moratorium  on  all  Bay  fill  projects 
in  its  jurisdiction.  The  property  owners  have  asked  the  court 
for  an  order  directing  the  city  to  issue  a permit,  and  are  also  I 
seeking  $600,000  damages. 
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Richardson  Bay  Plan,  Marin  County,  as  approved  by  the  County 
Board  of  Supervisors 

Planning  Department,  County  of  Marin;  and  Plan  prepared  by 
Marin  Conservation  League  and  Marin  Rod  and  Gun  Club, 

June,  1964 

A general  plan  to  preserve  a maximum  of  open  water;  to 
retain  present  public  lands  and  acquire  others;  and  to  deposit 
material  from  dredging  projects  on  public  lands. 
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City  of  Mill  Valley  Harbor 

Mill  Valley  Harbor  Feasibility  Report,  June,  1959;  inter- 
view with  Mill  Valley  City  Manager 

Head  of  Richardson  Bay,  in  the  tidelands,  3 nautical  miles 
cruising  distance  to  Sausalito 

Berthing  facilities  for  190  boats,  launching  facilities, 
parking  for  480  cars,  clubhouse,  cafeteria.  Project  limits 
enclose  approximately  31.5  acres  of  land. 

Had  been  proposed  for  completion  June,  1966;  however, 
change  in  County  of  Marin  Master  Plans  for  channel 
dredging  has  caused  a standstill  in  the  project. 
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Harbor  Point  and  Harbor  Isle,  Eichler  Homes,  Inc. 

Representative  of  Eichler  Homes;  representative  of 
Geo.  S.  Nolte  Company;  documents  in  Public  Works  De- 
partment, County  of  Marin. 

Strawberry  Point,  eastside,  in  Salt  Works  Canal 

A total  development  of  120  acres,  including  65  acres  of 
filled  land.  It  will  consist  of  235  single-family  homes 
and  62  duplex  units.  A boat -launching  facility  will  be 
available  for  the  duplexes,  and  a neighborhood  park  will 
be  adjacent  to  them.  99  single-family  houses  will  be 
located  on  land  already  filled. 

On  the  east  side  of  Strawberry  Point,  where  the  fill  will 
be,  there  will  be  124  duplex  units  (62  lots)  and  136  single- 
family homes.  All  filled  residential  areas  will  front  on  a 
deep  water  channel. 

There  will  be  a total  of  approximately  600,000  cubic  yards  of 
fill;  400,  000  yards  will  be  obtained  from  the  Point  and  the 
balance  from  excavation. 
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Corte  Madera  General  Plan 

Report  "Town  of  Corte  Madera  General  Plan"  1963, 
adopted  by  the  Town  Council,  1963. 

"Planning  area  . . . The  portion  of  San  Francisco  Bay  lying 
between  the  two  promontories  (Point  San  Quentin  on  the 
north  and  the  Tiburon  Peninsula  on  the  south)  ...  is  known 
as  San  Quentin  Cove . The  town  limits  extend  out  onto  the 
tideflats  almost  a mile  east  of  the  shoreline." 

"Vacant  Marsh  Land  Area  in  Acres,  August,  1962  - 885.3" 
"Submerged  Land,  Area  in  Acres,  August,  1962  - 541.2" 

"The  Planning  Commission  and  the  Council  decided  that, 
in  the  long  run,  it  would  be  in  the  Town's  best  interest  to 
reserve  the  marshlands  for  high  standard  industrial 
development  ...  " 

" ...  We  conclude  that  although  the  rate  of  absorption  of 
industrial  land  in  Marin  County  will  continue  to  lag  behind 
most  of  the  Bay  Area  counties,  there  is  good  reason  to 
believe  that  during  the  next  20  years  as  land  becomes  scarce 
elsewhere  and  prices  rise,  the  absorption  rate  will  increase. 
Faster  industrial  growth  will  be  particularly  likely  in  Corte 
Madera  because  it  is  closer  to  San  Francisco  than  other 
Marin  communities,  with  significant  amounts  of  undeveloped 
land  suitable  for  industry." 


NOTE: 
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"On  the  east  side  of  the  tidelands  freeway,  conveniently  near 
the  interchange,  a 300-berth  yacht  harbor,  with  adequate 
parking  space  is  proposed  . . . 

"Industrial  Areas  ...  306  acres  on  the  marshlands  east  of  the 
railroad  north  of  Tamalpais  Drive  extension  can  be  developed 
with  the  low-level  method  of  fill  to  create  a modern  industrial 
park  ...  " 

"A  general  plan  for  the  City  of  San  Rafael  currently  is  being 
prepared.  The  only  element  of  this  plan  affecting  Corte  Madera 
is  a future  tidelands  freeway  alignment  traversing  Point  San 
Quentin  to  tie  in  with  a proposed  San  Francisco-Marin  crossing. 
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San  Rafael  General  Plan,  City  of  San  Rafael 

General  Plan  Diagram,  Part  IV,  1963;  Synopsis  of  San 
Rafael  General  Plan,  1963 

" ...  The  total  acreage  in  the  planning  area  is  about  23,800 
acres.  Of  this,  some  18,000  acres,  including  over  4,300 
acres  of  tidelands,  remain  in  rural  uses  or  are  undeveloped. 

. . . The  single  area  of  greatest  expansion  potential  in  San 
Rafael  is  the  tidelands  area  east  of  Highway  101  ...  great 
care  should  be  taken  in  their  development  to  preserve,  as  far 
as  possible,  the  feeling  of  a water-oriented  community  that 
has  always  been  the  heritage  of  San  Rafael  ...  It  is  a recom- 
mendation that  no  less  than  25  per  cent  of  all  tideland  areas 
be  left  in  open  water,  taking  the  form  of  small  bays,  channels, 
lagoons  or  other  similar  features  ..." 

"Shoreline  Freeway:  The  lands  lying  easterly  of  Highway  101 
hold  the  great  area  for  city  development.  This  fact,  coupled 
with  topographic  and  traffic  considerations,  suggests  that  the 
most  desirable  location  of  a future  north- south  traffic  artery 
would  be  along  the  shoreline  of  San  Francisco  Bay.  The  con- 
trol point  on  the  southern  boundary  of  the  planning  area  should 
be  the  westerly  terminus  of  the  Richmond -San  Rafael  Bridge, 
where  an  interchange  should  be  located." 
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Peacock  Gap  Breakwater 

The  Draper  Companies,  San  Francisco 

The  only  proposed  activity  at  the  present  time  by  the  Draper 
Companies  is  to  make  a new  breakwater  to  enclose  the  future 
yacht  harbor  adjacent  to  the  existing  yacht  club. 
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PROJECT: 
DATA  FROM: 

DESCRIPTION: 

FILL: 

TIME  TABLE: 

PROJECT: 

DATA  FROM: 
DESCRIPTION: 


Vallejo  Marina,  City  of  Vallejo 

Interview  with  city  officials;  Report  on  Vallejo  Marina,  by 
Livingston  and  Blayney,  September,  1962 

A $3  million  small-craft  harbor,  26  acres  of  land  and  17 
acres  of  water,  a marina  site  with  restaurant,  motel,  shops, 
marine  service  areas,  and  berths  for  496  boats  on  the 
northeast  shore  of  Mare  Island  Strait  immediately  south  of 
the  Tennessee  Street  causeway  to  Mare  Island. 

Already  completed 

Building  scheduled  for  completion  in  1966. 
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Marina  Vista  Redevelopment  Project,  Vallejo  Redevelopment 
Agency 

Director  of  Vallejo  Redevelopment  Agency 

The  Agency  received  permission  from  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  extend  the  bulkhead  line  out  to  the  pierhead 
line.  This  is  25  acres  of  tidelands,  of  which  18  acres  are 
to  be  filled.  This  section  is  described  as  the  Marina 
District,  and  is  to  contain  a harbor,  marine  commercial 
property,  parking,  some  marine  residential  (1.49  acres) 
and  public  uses . 


TIME  TABLE:  1965  start  to  fill,  entire  project  to  take  24  months. 
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SUMMARIES  OF  TESTIMONY  AT  COMMISSION  HEARINGS 


TUESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  15,  1964 


MEL  SCOTT,  Research  City  Planner  in  the  Institute  of  Governmental 
Studies  at  the  University  of  California  and  author  of  "The  Future  of  San 
Francisco  Bay,  " outlined  the  planning  and  development  problems  of  the 
Bay.  Using  slides,  he  showed  the  extent  of  several  fill  projects.  Mr. 
Scott  warned  of  the  harmful  effects  of  further  unrestricted  filling,  and 
said  "the  Bay  is  the  most  complex  physical  entity  that  I have  ever  studied 
...  It  is  a very  sensitive  natural  resource  with  very  delicate  balances 
that  can  easily  be  upset  by  uncontrolled  filling  by  people  who  are  simply 
ignorant  of  the  consequences  of  their  actions.  " Mr.  Scott  said  the  public 
interest  "demands  the  use  of  the  Bay  in  the  greatest  possible  variety  of 
ways.  I think  there  is  room  here  for  people,  fish,  birds,  boats,  ships, 
and  perhaps  some  factories.  The  problem  is  to  find  the  right  balance." 
Mr.  Scott  urged  planning  that  "looks  at  the  Bay  as  a whole.  This  means 
comprehensive  planning,  and  comprehensive  planning  of  the  right  sort 
does  not  mean  freezing  into  an  overall  plan  just  what  each  community 
bordering  on  the  Bay  wants  . . . Comprehensive  planning  means  full 
cooperation  of  local.  State,  and  Federal  governments  and  the  resolution 
by  all  three  of  the  conflicts  that  are  inevitable." 


TUESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  22,  1964 


BRIGADIER  GENERAL  ARTHUR  H.  FRYE,  JR.,  South  Pacific  Division 
Engineer,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  said  that  the  Engineers'  work 
in  the  field  of  water  resources  and  navigation  has  been  made  "peculiarly 
difficult"  because  of  the  lack  "of  any  unifying  or  controlling  voice  repre- 
senting the  aspirations  and  desires"  of  all  the  people  of  the  Bay  Area.  He 
summarized  some  of  the  effects  that  further  filling  and  pollution  would 
have  on  San  Francisco  Bay,  and  added  that  while  there  is  considerable 
awareness  of  the  problem,  the  need  for  "a  coordinating  authority  is  acute 
. . . The  issue  now  before  the  people  is  establishment  of  a legal  modus 
operandi  without  prejudice  to  inherent  democratic  principles  whereby 
coordination  in  planning,  designing,  financing,  constructing,  and  operating 
the  coming  intricate  regional  complex  is  given  effective  existence." 
General  Frye  said  further  that  "I  do  not  advocate  the  complete  cessation 
of  fill  in  the  Bay  but  an  intelligent  control  of  that  fill.  " 

WILLIAM  PENN  MOTT,  JR.,  general  manager  of  the  East  Bay  Regional 
Park  District  and  president  of  the  Save  San  Francisco  Bay  Association, 
said  that  "70  per  cent  of  the  Bay  can  be  saved  without  the  expenditure  of 
a single  dollar.  All  that  is  required  is  a protective  act  of  the  State 
Legislature.  To  do  the  full  job,  however,  it  may  be  necessary  to  buy 
back  some  of  the  100  square  miles  of  the  Bay  bordering  our  shores  which 
are  in  the  hands  of  private  owners."  Mr.  Mott  said  that  about  50  per  cent 
of  the  Bay  is  owned  by  the  State,  25  per  cent  has  been  granted  by  the  State 
to  cities  and  counties,  5 per  cent  is  in  Federal  ownership,  and  20  per  cent 


is  privately  owned.  He  urged  that  all  the  interested  groups  --  local  govern- 
ments, the  State  government,  the  Federal  government,  and  private  owners  — 
be  involved  in  planning  for  the  Bay.  He  added  that  preparation  of  a regional 
master  plan  would  take  at  least  two  years  and  possibly  three  or  four. 

REINO  LIUKKONEN,  San  Mateo  County  Planning  Director,  described  the 
San  Mateo  County  Master  Plan  for  shoreline  areas.  He  said  that  San  Mateo 
County  believes  in  the  importance  of  home  rule,  and  thus  approves  of  the 
approach  to  regional  matters  taken  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Govern- 
ments (ABAG);  San  Mateo  County  would  resist  a State-imposed  moratorium 
on  filling,  he  said,  but  welcomes  State  cooperation  in  regional  planning.  Mr. 
Liukkonen  said  that  the  proposed  Bayfront  Freeway  could  serve  as  a limit  to 
further  encroachment  into  the  Bay,  and  suggested  that  this  freeway  structure 
could  be  designed  either  as  a trestle  or  as  a solid  fill  roadway.  Asked  whether 
San  Mateo  County  would  object  to  any  mechanism  other  than  ABAG  to  solve  the 
Bay  fill  problem,  Mr.  Liukkonen  said  that  local  governments  have  to  be  willing 
to  support  ABAG  because  of  the  "specter  of  intervention  by  larger  agencies  of 
government . " 


TUESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  29,  1964 


F.J.  HORTIG,  executive  officer  of  the  State  Lands  Commission,  discussed 
grants  by  the  State  of  tide  and  submerged  lands  in  San  Francisco  Bay  to  cities  ' 
and  counties  fronting  on  the  Bay.  Though  these  grants  contain  some  restrictions  | 
he  said,  "it  appears  that  until  now  a degree  of  unified  planning  among  the  recipi- 
ents of  the  grants  which  would  have  emphasized  complementary  usages  has  not  | 
been  considered  essential."  Mr.  Hortig  said  that  the  State,  having  "paramount 
rights  and  responsibilities"  on  the  Bay  lands  it  has  granted  as  well  as  on  those  I 
it  still  owns,  must  play  an  active  role  in  planning  for  the  development  of  the  Bay. 
He  added  that  the  Lands  Division  is  therefore  "looking  to  the  development  of 
true  regional  planning,  such  as  is  being  initiated  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  I 
Governments,  and  will  cooperate  by  being  guided  by  such  regional  planning." 

KENT  PURSEL,  chairman  of  the  Alameda  County  Board  of  Supervisors  and  ; 
president  of  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  and  John 
Mclnnis,  Mayor  of  San  Rafael  and  immediate  past  president  of  the  Association,  , 
discussed  ABAG's  views  on  planning  for  Bay  development.  Mayor  Mclnnis 
said  that  ABAG  supports  the  following  programs;  "(1)  A moratorium  on  Bay 
filling  is  necessary  pending  preparation  of  a Regional  General  Plan;  (2)  The 
moratorium  should  be  administered  by  the  region's  city  and  county  governments 
acting  in  concert  through  ABAG;  (3)  The  process  favored  by  AGAB,  of  formulat- 
ing and  gaining  consensus  and  support  for  a Regional  General  Plan  by  cooperative 
coordinated  action,  is  the  best  method  of  defining  the  public  interest  in  the  Bay; 
(4)  Major  responsibility  for  preparing  and  implementing  regional  plans  should 
rest  with  the  elected  representatives  closest  to  the  people  who  will  be  affected, 
i.e.,  city  and  county  legislators.  Only  by  such  an  approach  can  the  foundation 
be  laid  for  effective  public  support  and  implementation.  This  does  not  preclude 
an  active  and  appropriate  role  for  State  and  Federal  governments  or  regional 
special  districts  and  authorities."  Mayor  Mclnnis  added  that  "the  simplest 
solution  would  be  to  let  the  State  create  a moratorium,  but  the  more  we  looked 
at  this  idea  the  more  dubious  we  became.  The  State  has  never  established  a 
moratorium  on  development  of  land  anywhere,  and  has  no  department  or  per- 
sonnel to  carry  out  such  a program.  " 
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FREDERICK  M.  CUNNINGHAM,  City  Attorney  of  the  City  of  Alameda, 
described  the  fill  project  off  Bay  Farm  Island  that  was  recently  authorized 
by  the  City  of  Alameda.  He  said  that  about  400  of  the  acres  to  be  filled 
were  not  tidelands  before  1941;  they  had  previously  been  diked  for  agri- 
cultural use,  but  when  the  dike  broke  the  lands  were  again  covered  by 
water.  Mr.  Cunningham  said  that  the  fill  project  would  cost  a total  of 
about  $177  million,  which  would  mean  an  assessed  valuation  of  about  $38 
million;  this,  he  said,  would  be  60  per  cent  of  the  total  assessed  valuation 
of  the  entire  City  of  Alameda. 

COUNCIL  WOMAN  HELEN  L.  FREEMAN  of  the  City  of  Alameda  ques- 
tioned the  validity  of  the  title  to  the  property  to  be  filled,  and  the  ability 
of  the  City  of  Alameda  to  legally  approve  the  project.  She  said  adequate 
legal  devices  should  be  found  to  establish  a final  shoreline,  so  that  one 
fill  project  could  not  be  planned  in  front  of  another.  She  added  that 
representatives  of  the  Audubon  Society  are  disturbed  by  the  fill  project, 
because  they  contend  that  the  marshlands  to  be  filled  are  the  habitat  of 
rare  bird  species. 

MAYOR  JACK  MALTESTER  of  the  City  of  San  Leandro  explained  his 
city's  plans  to  develop  its  waterfront  for  park  and  recreational  use,  but 
added  that  a problem  exists  because  of  the  plans  of  the  Trojan  Powder 
Company  to  develop  700  acres  outboard  of  the  city's  lands.  "The  San 
Leandro  City  Council  believes  that  a strong  moratorium  is  needed,"  he 
said.  "We  feel  that  State  action  will  be  necessary.  Let  the  State  declare 
a moratorium  and  set  the  criteria;  and  ABAG  can  administer  it  within 
these  criteria."  Mayor  Maltester  said  that  "San  Leandro  is  one  com- 
munity that  wants  to  maintain  the  Bay  in  public  ownership.  But  what 
good  is  it  for  us  to  do  this  in  our  community  if  right  next  door  filling  is 
going  to  be  allowed?" 


TUESDAY,  OCTOBER  6,  1964 


FRANK  STEAD,  Chief  of  the  Division  of  Environmental  Sanitation  in  the 
California  Department  of  Public  Health,  said  the  principal  decision 
regarding  San  Francisco  Bay  is  this:  shall  it  be  land  or  shall  it  be  water? 
He  noted  that  California  has  104  million  square  miles  of  dry  land,  but  very 
few  square  miles  of  water  surface.  Mr.  Stead  described  the  technology  of 
water  reclamation,  and  said  that  one  project  in  Santee  (San  Diego  County) 
has  developed  to  the  point  where  "water  that  was  sewage  three  days  ago  is 
now  used  for  swimming."  Waste  water  is  more  attractive  for  reclamation 
than  sea  water,  said  Mr.  Stead,  because  there  are  fewer  minerals  to  be 
removed.  In  addition,  about  80  per  cent  of  the  cost  of  reclamation  is  for 
collecting  and  moving  water  — and  most  of  this  cost  has  already  been  paid 
for  sewage.  Mr.  Stead  cited  three  values  of  San  Francisco  Bay  as  a bay: 
(1)  Utilitarian  --  shipping,  source  of  water  supply,  and  assimilation  of 
waste;  (2)  Direct  recreation  --  boating,  fishing,  swimming,  and  hunting; 
and  (3)  Environmental  setting  --  the  geometry  of  the  Bay,  opposing  hills, 
etc.  He  suggested  that  these  values  cannot  be  balanced  on  the  basis  of 
esthetics  vs.  economics,  but  rather  should  be  balanced  by  mathematically 
assessing  the  values  --  the  dollar  value  of  industrial  development,  for 
example,  but  also  the  dollar  value  of  recreation. 


E.  ELMORE  HUTCHISON,  consulting  civil  engineer  and  city  planner, 
president  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Hunters  Point  Reclamation 
District,  and  president  of  Sausalito  Properties,  Inc.,  said  that  a State- 
imposed  moratorium  would  be  administered  by  a State  commission  con- 
sisting of  "appointees  who  would  be  biased  in  favor  of  all  water  or  they 
wouldn't  be  appointed.  Are  all  planned  projects  to  be  delayed  because 
some  citizens  like  to  look  at  water?  Would  those  people  let  me  stop  the 
use  of  their  property  because  I like  to  look  at  wooded  hillsides  and  don't 
want  trees  cut  down  for  houses?"  Mr.  Hutchison  said  that  any  morator- 
ium on  filling  should  be  accompanied  by  a moratorium  on  taxes,  and  that 
in  addition  the  agency  creating  the  moratorium  should  pay  property  owners 
6 per  cent  interest  to  offset  the  loss  of  the  use  of  their  property.  He  added 
that  fill  projects  would  be  an  asset  to  the  Bay  Area,  because  they  could 
provide  recreational  areas . 

GRANT  BURTON,  chairman,  and  JOHN  B.  HARRISON,  executive  officer 
of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Regional  Water  Pollution  Control  Board,  said 
that  filling  the  Bay  "reduces  the  amount  of  water  (and  thus  oxygen)  other- 
wise available  for  the  stabilization  of  sewage  and  industrial  wastes,  whereas 
our  expanding  population  and  economy  is  constantly  producing  more  waste 
which  must  be  disposed  of  somehow.  1 Mr.  Burton  discussed  the  proposed 
San  Luis  Drain,  and  said  that  while  drainage  of  San  Joaquin  Valley  farm- 
lands is  necessary,  "we  don't  believe  the  drain  should  come  into  the  Bay 
until  we  know  more  about  it.  Ultimately,  this  waste  water  will  have  to  go 
to  the  ocean;  we  believe  we  should  get  the  facts  now,  before  the  drain  is 
constructed.  We  are  principally  concerned  about  fertilizers  and  pesticides 
in  the  water  — we  don't  know  yet  what  the  effect  of  the  pesticides  would  be." 

ELLIS  SHAMP,  president  of  the  Associated  Sportsmen  of  California  and 
member  of  the  executive  board  of  the  California  Wildlife  Federation, 
described  the  use  of  the  Bay  for  fishing  and  hunting,  and  added:  "We,  the 
sportsmen  of  California,  ask  that  all  fill  be  stopped  and  not  resumed  until 
the  public  interest  has  been  defined,  a set  of  criteria  and  objectives  es- 
tablished so  that  a regional  Bay  use  and  development  plan  may  be  prepared, 
after  which  the  State  Legislature  should  set  up  a commission  to  implement 
the  plan  and  establish  procedures  and  regulations  requiring  a permit  from 
the  commission  for  all  fill.  This  commission  to  be  made  up  of  members 
qualified  to  evaluate  all  facets  involved  in  any  proposed  fill,  such  as  fish 
and  wildlife,  recreation,  navigation,  as  well  as  esthetic  and  economic 
values.  Funds  must  be  provided  to  buy  all  private  land  on  which  permits 
for  fill  are  rejected." 


TUESDAY,  OCTOBER  13,  1964 
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HUGO  FISHER,  Administrator  of  the  State  Resources  Agency,  explained 
that  his  Agency  includes  the  Departments  of  Water  Resources,  Fish  and 
Game,  Conservation,  and  Parks  and  Recreation,  and  in  addition  includes 
the  State  Water  Quality  Control  Board  and  the  nine  regional  water  pollu- 
tion control  boards . He  said  that  one  of  the  most  critical  problems  in 
considering  further  filling  of  the  Bay  is  the  geological  hazard.  Mr.  Fisher 
said  that  two  geologists  from  his  Agency  had  studied  the  damage  caused  by 
the  recent  earthquake  in  Alaska,  and  had  concluded  independently  that  "the 
greatest  damage  was  done  to  those  areas  where  man  had  put  his  puny  con- 
struction on  waterlogged  alluvium."  Since  Bay  fill  would  be  waterlogged 
alluvium,  and  since  the  San  Andreas  and  Hayward  Faults  extend  along 
either  side  of  the  Bay,  Mr.  Fisher  said  that  careful  attention  needs  to  be 
paid  to  zoning  and  building  controls  for  fill  areas . Turning  to  the  general 
question  of  fill,  Mr.  Fisher  said  that  "there  should  be  no  filling  of  tidal 
areas  until  there  is  an  enforceable  Master  Plan  with  teeth  in  it  ... 

Without  this,  we're  going  to  be  nickeled  and  dimed  to  death  with  fill  projects 
here  and  there,  and  this  entire  area  will  suffer.  " He  added  that  more  than 
one -third  of  the  Bay  as  it  originally  existed  has  been  filled  in  the  last  110 
years,  and  said  that  he  did  not  believe  governmental  agencies  should  have 
any  more  right  to  fill  than  private  property  owners  without  regard  to  a 
Master  Plan. 

JACK  HALPIN,  Chief  Deputy  Director  of  the  State  Department  of  Finance, 
outlined  the  work  thus  far  on  the  California  Development  Plan,  which  is 
being  prepared  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  Finance . He 
said  that  planning  by  the  State  should  consist  of  (1)  adequate  fact-gathering 
and  communications  techniques,  so  that  public  agencies  and  private  busi- 
nesses can  have  up-to-date  information;  (2)  developing  alternate  govern- 
mental policies  to  submit  to  the  Governor  and  Legislature,  indicating  the 
consequences  of  each  policy;  (3)  developing  a conciliatory  body  to  settle 
planning  disputes  — such  as  the  desire  of  one  agency  to  build  a highway 
where  another  wants  to  put  an  aqueduct;  and  (4)  inventing  planning  devices, 
such  as  mathematical  models  to  analyze  and  predict  population  and  economic 
trends.  Mr.  Halpin  said  that  any  governmental  body  planning  for  the  Bay 
should  certainly  have  State  agencies  represented  on  it,  and  added  that  "we're 
encouraging  State  agencies  to  take  part  in  embryonic  regional  programs  ...  " 
He  also  said  that  the  State  would  encourage  new  ideas  in  planning,  such  as 
joint  planning  efforts  by  public  agencies  and  private  enterprise. 

RICHARD  ZETTEL,  Study  Director  of  the  Bay  Area  Transportation  Study 
Commission  (BATS),  said  that  the  transportation  study  is  expected  to  start 
this  fall,  with  major  research  to  be  done  in  1965.  He  said  the  37  members 
of  the  Commission  will  play  a strong  role  in  developing  the  transportation 
plan  because  they  will  have  to  determine  a set  of  goals  for  the  plan.  Mr. 
Zettel  noted  the  relationship  of  planning  for  transportation  to  planning 
for  the  Bay,  and  cited  as  examples  the  two  proposed  north- south  freeways 
in  the  Bay.  If  these  are  ever  built  they  will  have  a profound  effect  on 
development  of  the  Bay  shoreline,  he  said,  but  they  are  already  having  a 
strong  effect  simply  because  they  have  been  proposed.  Because  the  freeways 
have  been  suggested  by  the  State,  communities  plan  projects  around  them, 
which  in  turn  gives  further  justification  for  building  the  freeways  — and  what 
was  simply  a rough  line  on  a map  becomes  the  nucleus  of  a major  plan.  Mr. 
Zettel  said  it  would  be  easy  to  decree  that  no  freeway  should  be  built  on  Bay 
fill  but,  he  asked,  what  are  the  alternatives?  Would  the  people  in  Berkeley, 
for  example,  prefer  a Bayfront  Freeway  if  the  alternative  were  a freeway 
through  a densely  built-up  area?  Transportation  planning  can  stimulate 
general  planning,  Mr.  Zettel  said,  because  data  on  population  trends, 
economic  trends,  etc.,  can  be  used  by  all  regional  planning  agencies. 


TUESDAY,  OCTOBER  20,  1964 


SUPERVISOR  PETER  BEHR  of  Marin  County  said  privately-owned  tidelands 
that  are  "in  imminent  risk  of  being  filled,  " but  that  are  needed  to  maintain 
fish  and  waterfowl,  should  be  purchased  with  public  funds.  At  the  same  time, 
he  added,  "a  State  moratorium,  not  to  exceed  18  months,  should  be  instituted 
to  insure  their  acquisition."  The  cost  of  acquiring  this  tide  and  submerged 
land  should  be  borne  by  the  State  and  Federal  governments,  said  Supervisor 
Behr,  except  where  the  land  has  a definite  value  to  an  adjacent  community. 
"Regarding  the  recreational  value  of  the  Bay,"  he  said,  "there  must  be  break- 
throughs along  its  entire  shoreline,  so  the  public  may  reach  the  Bay  in  order 
to  enjoy  it.  Our  citizens  must  buy  back  part  of  this  shoreline  --  so  they  may 
launch  their  boats  in  the  Bay,  fish  in  the  Bay,  look  at  the  Bay,  and  swim  in 
the  Bay."  Supervisor  Behr  said  that  the  Bay  is  to  the  entire  region  what 
Golden  Gate  Park  is  to  San  Francisco,  and  that  while  one  is  water  and  the 
other  is  land,  the  use  of  the  Bay  could  be  as  great  as  the  use  of  the  land. 
Calling  for  an  elimination  of  Bay  pollution.  Supervisor  Behr  said  "the 
Bay  must  be  sanitized  and  sanforized  at  the  same  time."  He  also  urged 
that  State  and  Federal  governments  cooperate  to  set  aside  tide  and  sub- 
merged lands  for  a permanent  wildfowl  sanctuary  in  Suisun  Bay,  or  in 
and  around  San  Pablo  Bay,  including  the  marshlands  adjacent  to  the 
Petaluma  River. 

MAYOR  JAN  PAUL  DYK  of  Sausalito  said  his  city  has  enacted  a 3-year 
moratorium  on  filling  because  "we  had  almost  an  emergency  situation 
when  we  realized  that  if  something  were  not  done,  we  would  regret  it  for 
the  rest  of  our  lives  and  our  children  would  regret  it  too."  He  said  the 
City  of  Sausalito  had  bought  tidelands  itself  to  preserve  open  water,  "but 
we  have  reached  the  end  of  our  rope  financially."  Mayor  Dyk  said  that 
the  lack  of  clearly-defined  pierhead  and  bulkhead  lines  in  the  Bay  creates 
a problem.  Bulkhead  lines  could  be  moved  toward  the  shoreline,  he  sug- 
gested, and  while  this  would  remove  some  land  from  development,  it 
would  multiply  the  value  of  the  remaining  land  so  that  there  would  be  no 
loss  in  overall  values.  Asked  whether  Sausalito  had  enacted  a moratorium 
on  taxes  along  with  its  moratorium  on  development.  Mayor  Dyk  said  the 
city  had  not  because  assessments  are  in  the  hands  of  the  County  Assessor. 
Property  owners,  he  added,  will  undoubtedly  ask  for  reduced  assessments 
at  the  time  of  the  next  evaluation  by  the  Assessor. 

MRS.  HAROLD  SUMMERS,  president  of  the  Marin  Conservation  League, 
said  that  "tidelands  in  some  parts  of  Marin  County  have  increased  in 
appraised  value  over  1,000  per  cent  in  the  last  five  years  (this  includes  a 
70  per  cent  increase  in  values  in  the  last  six  months)."  This  reflects 
growing  recognition  "of  the  unique  value  of  water-oriented  properties," 
she  added.  Mrs.  Summers  said  that  Marin  County  has  a potential  tourist 
industry  of  $20  million  a year.  "The  economic  value  of  the  Bay  as  a bay 
is  thus  great,  " she  said,  "and  we  mustn't  kill  the  goose  that  laid  the  golden 
egg."  Mrs.  Summers  urged  several  actions:  (1)  The  Legislature  should 
"declare  it  to  be  the  policy  of  the  State  of  California  to  hold  its  present 
underwater  and  marsh  lands  as  'open  area'  and  instruct  the  State  Lands 
Commission  that  the  State  will  no  longer  continue  in  the  real  estate  business;" 
(2)  The  Legislature  should  initiate  and  finance  a program  of  repurchase  of 
privately-owned  tidelands;  (3)  The  appropriate  State  agency  should  determine 
whether  or  not  private  tideland  owners  have  an  absolute  right  to  fill  them; 

(4)  The  State  "should  request  the  U.S.  Government  to  fully  enforce  its  public 
trust,  and  prohibit  the  filling  or  encroachment  in  our  navigable  waters;" 

(5)  "Your  Commission  should  investigate  the  feasibility  of  better  coordina-  j 
tion  for  Bay  development  among  the  various  State  agencies." 


TUESDAY,  OCTOBER  27,  1964 


47 


JAMES  K.  CARR,  general  manager  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission,  which  operates  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  said 
that  since  1960  San  Francisco  has  planned  to  lengthen  the  main  airport 
runway  from  9,700  feet  to  11,870  feet.  This  filling  is  needed,  he  said, 
to  increase  aviation  safety  and  to  reduce  aircraft  noise  over  Peninsula 
communities.  "We  would  vigorously  oppose  a moratorium  that  would 
prohibit  this  runway  extension  because  it  goes  to  the  heart  of  our  airport 
operations,"  said  Mr.  Carr.  He  added,  however,  that  "we  intend  to 
proceed  with  only  absolutely  necessary  filling  of  the  Bay  pending  completion 
of  your  studies.  The  Utilities  Commission  members  and  Mayor  Shelley 
are  acutely  aware  of  the  damage  that  could  result  from  the  indiscriminate 
filling  of  San  Francisco  Bay."  Asked  about  the  future  relationship  of  San 
Francisco  and  Oakland  airports,  Mr.  Carr  said  that  "air  travel  is  in- 
creasing so  rapidly  we'll  need  both  airports  in  the  future." 

JOHN  BATE,  Port  Director  for  the  San  Diego  Unified  Port  District, 
described  the  operations  of  his  organization.  He  said  that  the  Legislature 
had  made  the  district  possible  by  reconveying  State  tideland  grants  in  San 
Diego  Bay  from  five  cities  to  the  unified  port  district.  "Before  creation 
of  the  district  there  was  no  coordination  in  planning,"  said  Mr.  Bate,  "but 
the  Port  District  Act  required  that  our  first  job  be  preparation  of  a Master 
Plan  for  the  Bay."  He  added  that  "the  key  to  the  success  of  the  port 
district  is  the  cooperation  of  cities  in  the  district.  You  can't  have  control 
of  the  Bay  on  a piecemeal  basis;  you  need  a body  able  to  create  a plan  and 
enforce  it . " 

SAM  HALSTED,  vice-president  of  the  Committee  for  Green  Foothills,  a 
citizens'  organization  in  Santa  Clara  and  San  Mateo  Counties,  read  a 
Statement  by  WALLACE  STEGNER,  president  of  the  Committee.  Dr. 
Stegner  recommended  State  legislation  to  authorize  preparation  of  a 
master  plan  for  the  Bay,  to  be  made  by  a State  agency  with  the  help  of 
ABAG,  the  Bay  Area  Transportation  Study  Commission,  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers,  and  other  agencies.  Otherwise,  he  said,  "within  a genera- 
tion and  without  strict  controls,  (the  Bay)  could  be  a fuming  flat  with  a 
sewage  canal  down  its  center,  a region  of  pollution,  crowding,  and  ugli- 
ness, instead  of  the  place  of  beauty  and  health  and  joy  that  this  incomparable 
valley  could  be  made  into."  Dr.  Stegner  also  urged  a moratorium  on  filling 
during  preparation  of  the  master  plan. 
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MONDAY,  NOVEMBER  2,  1964 


CHARLES  T.  TRAVERS,  vice  president  of  South  Shore  Center,  Inc.,  a 
subsidiary  of  Utah  Construction  & Mining  Company,  and  manager  of 
commercial  land  development  for  Utah  Construction  & Mining  Company, 
described  his  company's  project  which  filled  some  400  acres  of  mudflats 
on  the  south  shore  of  the  City  of  Alameda.  He  said  that  the  project  in- 
cludes homes,  apartments,  a shopping  center,  and  a beach  open  to  the 
public;  "we  do  not  think  it  any  exaggeration  to  say  that  these  accomplish- 
ments were  in  the  public  interest,"  he  said.  Mr.  Travers  stressed  the 
need  for  agreement  on  a definition  of  the  Bay  and  asked  whether  the  Bay 
should  be  defined  so  as  to  include  diked-off  lands,  salt  ponds,  diked  areas 
that  are  below  the  high-tide  mark  but  are  now  being  farmed,  mudflats, 
marshlands  not  subject  to  tides,  and  areas  cut  off  from  the  Bay  but  con- 
nected by  culverts.  Mr.  Travers  said  that  a moratorium  on  filling  of 
private  lands  would  undoubtedly  be  challenged  in  court  as  inverse  condem- 
nation, unless  private  owners  were  compensated  for  the  temporary  loss 
of  use  of  their  property.  He  said  that  a plan  for  the  Bay  is  needed,  adding 
that  "in  the  public  interest,  the  Bay  should  be  developed.  With  proper 
planning,  the  Bay  is  big  enough  to  accommodate  all  the  diverse  interests 
wanting  to  make  use  of  it."  Mr.  Travers  suggested  that  a board  or 
commission  be  established  to  receive  and  adopt  the  regional  plan  now 
being  prepared  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG). 

This  new  board  or  commission  would  have  power  to  decide  whether  a 
specific  plan  for  a fill  project  conformed  to  the  regional  plan.  If  it 
did,  the  applicant  would  then  go  to  a City  Council  or  Board  of  Super- 
visors with,  jurisdiction  over  the  area  in  question  for  local  approval. 

ASSEMBLYMAN  CARL  A.  BRITSCHGI  of  San  Mateo  County  agreed 
that  a definition  of  the  Bay  is  needed,  and  said  he  had  opposed  previous 
moratorium  legislation  because  it  did  not  properly  define  the  Bay.  He 
added  that  "we  certainly  don't  want  filling  in  the  middle  of  the  Bay.  We 
have  a natural  resource  we  must  protect.  It  would  be  a crime  if  we 
only  left  a stream  in  the  center  of  the  South  Bay."  Mr.  Britschgi  said 
he  would  favor  local  control  to  solve  the  problem  of  Bay  filling,  adding 
that  "we  should  have  faith  in  our  officials  in  City  Councils  and  Boards 
of  Supervisors.  I would  prefer  to  believe  that  there  could  be  a gentle- 
men's agreement  rather  than  a new  commission."  He  said,  however, 
that  a new  commission  would  be  necessary  if  local  control  proved 
inadequate . 

KARL  J.  BELSER,  Planning  Director  of  Santa  Clara  County,  described 
planning  that  has  been  done  for  the  7 . 5 miles  of  Bay  shoreline  in  Santa 
Clara  County.  He  said  that  "the  policy  of  a plan  weighted  to  public 
recreation  and  conservation  will  need  bold  support  to  overcome  the 
pressure  to  fill  in  on  an  expedient  basis.  As  a county  official  I can 
foresee  some  helpless  floundering  unless  there  is  an  undergirding  of 
this  effort  by  the  State."  He  added,  however,  that  "where  the  Baylands 
are  concerned,  the  State  is  actually  responsible  for  much  of  the  mess 
we  are  in,  and  it  continues  to  mess  things  up  perpetually."  Mr.  Belser 
said  he  is  not  a "leave  it  as  it  is  enthusiast,  " and  believes  instead  that 
"the  Bay  can  be  made  more  useful  to  the  people  of  the  region  than  it  is 
today.  It  is  time  the  image  of  this  more  useful  Bay  is  developed  and 
that  we  end  the  arbitrary  debasement  of  this  grand  gift  of  nature." 
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ROBERT  B.  BRADFORD,  Administrator  of  the  State  Highway  Trans- 
portation Agency,  listed  several  State  Highway  routes  that  could  involve 
filling  of  Bay  tidelands . He  also  described  Bay  crossing  studies,  saying 
that  ''eventually  we  will  need  both  Southern  Crossings  (Potrero  Point  - 
Alameda  and  Sierra  Point-Roberts  Landing),  and  one  could  be  financed 
now  if  Bay  Bridge  money  is  used.  " He  added  that  no  study  is  now  under 
way  for  a second  Marin  Crossing,  but  that  a study  should  be  started  soon. 
Mr.  Bradford  said  the  so-called  Bayfront  Freeway  on  the  west  side  of  the 
Bay  had  been  put  into  the  State  Highway  Master  Plan  by  the  Legislature  in 
1959,  but  that  the  freeway  has  not  yet  been  designed.  It  will  be  10-15 
years  before  precise  planning  for  this  route  starts,  Mr.  Bradford  said, 
and  alternate  studies  would  be  made  of  both  over-water  and  land  routes. 
Asked  whether  Bay  freeways  could  be  built  on  trestles  rather  than  on  fill, 
Mr.  Bradford  said  they  could.  But  he  added  that  "viaduct  and  bridge 
construction  is  very  costly  in  areas  such  as  the  fringes  of  San  Francisco 
Bay  where  deep  layers  of  mud  and  material  unsuitable  for  structure 
foundations  are  encountered  and  such  structures  would  have  to  be  supported 
by  extensive  pile  foundations." 


TUESDAY,  NOVEMBER  10,  1964 


SHELDON  ALLEN,  president  of  Leslie  Salt  Company,  said  that  Leslie 
owns  53, 000  acres  of  land  adjacent  to  the  Bay,  of  which  about  43,  000 
acres  are  south  of  the  San  Mateo-Hayward  Bridge.  Approximately 
36,000  of  these  acres  are  used  to  produce  salt  by  solar  evaporation. 
Mr.  Allen  described  his  company's  Redwood  Shores  development  on 
4,300  acres  adjacent  to  Redwood  City.  This  will  be  a planned  com- 
munity of  more  than  65,000  residents,  he  said,  and  the  ultimate  value 
of  land  and  improvements  is  estimated  at  $1  billion.  "Throughout  our 
planning,  " Mr.  Allen  said,  "the  basic  assumption  has  been  that  this 
project  must  be  the  finest  and  must  be  completely  consistent  with  the 
needs  and  requirements  of  the  entire  Bay  Area."  Mr.  Allen  said  that 
"any  program  for  progress  in  the  Bay  Area  should  provide  for  control 
of  shoreline  development  and  coordination  of  future  growth  projects  by 
the  local  governments  whose  citizens  are  directly  affected."  He  added 
that  "it  is  not  necessary  nor  desirable  to  establish  a super  agency  to 
assure  future  progress." 


JOHN  SUTTER,  president  of  Citizens  for  Regional  Recreation  and 
Parks,  said  that  "filling  is  destructive  to  the  Bay  as  a unique  scenic 
and  recreational  resource  in  at  least  seven  ways:"  Existing  and 
potential  recreational  areas  are  filled  in  for  industrial,  residential 
and  other  uses;  fills  often  isolate  recreational  areas  by  cutting  off 
access;  the  quest  for  fill  material  scars  the  Bay  Area's  hills;  filling 
aggravates  pollution  problems;  filling  destroys  the  ecology  of  the 
shoreline;  filling  causes  siltation;  and  unplanned  fills  result  in  a 
lopsided  land -use  pattern  in  which  park  and  recreational  needs  tend 
to  be  ignored.  Mr.  Sutter  then  discussed  a map  his  organization  has 
prepared  showing  areas  around  the  Bay  with  special  recreation  poten- 
tials. He  urged  the  Legislature  to  impose  a moratorium  on  all  Bay 
fills  pending  completion  of  the  ABAG  planning  effort.  As  an  alternative, 
he  suggested  creation  by  the  Legislature  of  "an  agency  with  broad  and 
exclusive  power  to  conserve  the  Bay  and  its  shoreline."  The  agency 
should  have  power  to  issue  or  deny  permits  for  all  fill  projects,  Mr. 

Sutter  said,  adding  that  permits  should  also  be  required  to  fill  diked 
areas,  or  at  least  areas  diked  in  the  last  five  years.  In  addition,  he 
said,  the  type  of  fill  material  to  be  employed  should  be  subject  to  the 
agency's  approval.  Mr.  Sutter  also  said  that  "now  is  the  time  to  create 
an  agency  having  the  function  of  regional  planning  (that  is,  planning  the 
development  of  the  Bay's  shoreline)  plus  another  regional  function  — 
regulating  the  filling  of  the  Bay.  " 

MRS.  WARD  DUFFY,  chairman  of  the  Leagues  of  Women  Voters  of  the 
Bay  Area,  said  that  the  public  interest  in  the  Bay  is  manifold  — economic, 
esthetic,  recreational,  etc.;  "the  public  interest  is  complex  and  compli- 
cated," she  added,  and  "demands  coordination  and  cooperation  among  all 
levels  of  government  and  among  all  private  interests  in  order  to  achieve 
the  greatest  good  for  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  Bay  Area."  A workable 
master  pl-an  is  needed,  Mrs.  Duffy  said,  but  until  such  a plan  is  prepared 
"it  seems  imperative  that  the  State  take  certain  steps  to  safeguard  the 
public  interest  in  the  Bay.  To  this  end  we  recommend  the  immediate 
establishment  by  the  Legislature  of  a Bay  Development  Review  Board 
with  power  to  review  all  Bay  fill  projects." 

BEN  E.  NUTTER,  executive  director  and  chief  engineer  of  the  Port  of 
Oakland,  said  that  the  trend  toward  larger  ships  carrying  greater  loads 
requires  deeper  shipping  channels  in  the  Bay.  This  means  dredging  of 
ship  channels,  he  said,  which  in  turn  will  require  disposal  areas  for 
spoil.  Mr.  Nutter  said  the  Port  of  Oakland  is  planning  to  dispose  of 
spoil  in  two  areas,  one  north  of  the  Bay  Bridge  toll  plaza  and  the  other 
on  port  lands  adjacent  to  San  Leandro  Bay.  He  said  the  port  hopes  to 
begin  dredging  Oakland  ship  channels  in  1966.  Mr.  Nutter  added  that 
fill  will  be  necessary  to  extend  runways  at  Oakland  airport;  this  will  be 
required  by  increases  in  passenger  and  cargo  traffic.  He  urged  there- 
fore that  ports  and  airports  be  exempted  from  any  moratorium  on  Bay 
fill.  "The  uncertainty  caused  by  a moratorium  would  hurt  northern 
California  commerce,"  he  said;  "shipping  might  be  diverted  to  other 
ports,  causing  a loss  of  jobs  and  a loss  of  Federal  money  for  ship 
channel  and  airport  improvements."  Mr.  Nutter  added  that  "we  should 
not  be  exempted  from  any  planning  or  studies  of  the  Bay  and  its  shore- 
line. " 


TUESDAY,  NOVEMBER  17,  1964 
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DEAN  MARTIN  MEYERSON  of  the  College  of  Environmental  Design  at 
the  University  of  California  said  the  Bay  region  will  flourish  "only  if 
the  Bay  remains  its  greatest  single  asset.  Lose  the  Bay  and  the  Bay 
Area  becomes  just  area,  anonymous  and  indistinguishable  from  other 
areas."  He  described  the  Bay  as  "a  resource  so  extraordinary  that  the 
burden  of  proof  is  on  those  who  wish  to  fill  or  alter  it.  " Dean  Meyer  son 
said  the  only  kind  of  industry  that  should  be  allowed  to  develop  on  the 
edge  of  the  Bay  is  industry  linked  to  ports  or  airports;  he  said  that  the 
amount  of  land  necessary  for  such  use  could  be  decreased  by  moderniz- 
ing port  facilities.  "The  greatest  single  use  of  the  Bay  should  be  for 
controlled  public  and  private  recreation,"  he  said.  "This  will  be 
especially  important  with  an  increasing  population."  Planning  for  the 
Bay  and  its  shoreline  will  not  be  easy.  Dean  Meyerson  concluded.  "To 
do  this  planning  we  should  obtain  the  ablest  talent  in  the  country  and 
provide  sufficient  resources.  Good  planning  is  not  up  to  the  experts 
alone  --  we  will  also  need  the  talents  of  a dedicated  commission." 

RICHARD  W.  KARN,  Engineer-Manager  of  the  Alameda  County  Flood 
Control  and  Water  Conservation  District,  and  William  Penn  Mott,  Jr., 
general  manager  of  the  East  Bay  Regional  Park  District,  described  the 
plans  of  the  Alameda  Creek-Coyote  Hills  Aquatic  Park  Joint  Agency. 

The  plans  call  for  a 2, 000-acre  park  in  southern  Alameda  County,  just 
north  of  the  Dumbarton  Bridge;  the  park  might  eventually  be  expanded 
to  cover  5,000  acres.  Mr.  Karn  said  that  the  successful  development 
of  the  park  would  require  preservation  of  the  south  Bay  to  protect  the 
proposed  navigational  channels,  and  to  prevent  pollution.  Mr.  Mott 
said  "this  site  is  the  only  place  on  the  east  side  of  the  Bay  where  it  is 
possible  to  preserve  the  entire  natural  environment  from  the  Bay 
through  the  salt  flats  to  the  hills  and  flood  plain  beyond." 

WARREN  SCHMID,  executive  director,  and  JAMES  HICKEY,  regional 
planning  director,  of  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG) 
described  the  ABAG  planning  program.  Mr.  Schmid  discussed  ABAG's 
pioneering  efforts  in  regional  planning,  and  added  that  ABAG  is  not 
pursuing  a "go-it-alone"  approach  but  rather  is  "most  sensitive  to  the 
substantial  state  and  federal  interests  which  are  at  stake."  He  said 
that  ABAG's  regional  planning  program  has  a budget  of  $256,000;  this 
includes  a grant  of  $171,000  from  the  Federal  Housing  and  Home  Finance 
Agency,  and  most  of  the  remainder  is  provided  by  member  counties  in 
ABAG.  Mr.  Hickey  said  the  program  is  designed  in  part  to  produce  a 
general  land  use  plan  for  the  Bay  Area,  "with  special  consideration  for 
refuse  disposal,  parks  and  open  space,  shoreline  development,  and 
transportation."  He  said  that  ABAG  is  cooperating  with  the  Bay  Area 
Transportation  Study  Commission,  and  will  seek  a Federal  planning 
grant  to  cover  about  one-fourth  of  the  estimated  $3.5  million  that  the 
BATS  study  will  cost.  Mr.  Hickey  also  said  that  ABAG  and  the  State 
Department  of  Health  are  making  a joint  study  of  refuse  disposal  problems. 


DR.  THOMAS  HARVEY,  professor  of  biology  at  San  Jose  State  College, 
described  the  ecology  of  the  Bay.  The  word  ’’ecology"  derives  from  ecos, 
meaning  home,  and,  said  Dr.  Harvey,  is  a study  of  organisms  and  their 
environments.  He  said  that  95  per  cent  of  the  marsh  plants  along  the  Bay 
eventually  go  into  the  Bay  as  food  for  fish.  "The  mudflats  are  the  under- 
rated areas  of  the  Bay,"  he  said.  "They  are  a source  of  food  for  many 
forms  of  life,  especially  birds."  Dr.  Harvey  used  slides  to  indicate 
some  of  the  birds,  fish,  and  other  organisms  that  inhabit  the  Bay  and  its 
shoreline.  He  noted  that  there  are  about  60  different  species  of  fish  in 
the  Bay,  and  said  that  50  - 75  per  cent  of  the  birds  on  the  Pacific  Flyway 
would  be  eliminated  if  the  shallow  areas  of  the  Bay  were  filled.  "Filling 
would  increase  the  summer  temperature  in  the  Bay  Area,"  he  said, 
"thus  increasing  the  demand  for  fresh  water.  Filling  would  also  increase 
the  winter  temperature." 

NELSON  T.  BOGART,  JR.,  vice-president  and  general  manager  of  the 
manufacturing  department  of  Standard  Oil  Company  of  California, 
Western  Operations,  Inc.,  said  that  his  company  owns  about  200  acres 
of  undeveloped  tideland  on  the  south  side  of  Point  San  Pablo  and  about 
500  undeveloped  tideland  acres  on  the  north  side  of  the  Point.  The 
company  has  no  plans  for  filling  the  200  acres  on  the  south  side,  he 
said,  but  does  plan  some  development  on  the  north  side.  This  includes 
enlargement  of  two  large  waste  oxidation  ponds  "to  assure  complete 
treatment  of  our  water  before  discharge  to  the  Bay.  We  are  operating 
under  the  requirements  of  the  Bay  Regional  Water  Pollution  Control 
Board  and  such  additional  water  treatment  is  necessary  to  accommodate 
our  expansion."  Mr.  Bogart  said  his  company  "will  cooperate  in  and 
support  a sound  regional  planning  program  for  shoreline  development 
and  preservation  of  the  Bay  which  recognizes  a proper  balance  of  all 
the  interests  involved."  He  added  that  "we  favor  a moratorium  of  rea- 
sonable length  that  will  permit  proper  planning,  provided  that  recognition 
is  made  of  the  necessity  of  expansion  of  existing  industry  to  take  care  of 
growth.  Consideration  should  be  given  especially  where  plans  have  been 
made  for  early  construction." 

ROBERT  WALKER,  vice  president -executive  representative,  of  the 
Santa  Fe  Railway  Company,  said  Santa  Fe  owns  about  3,300  acres, 
including  about  2,550  tideland  acres,  between  the  Bay  Bridge  approach 
and  the  city  of  Richmond.  This  East  Bay  property  was  acquired  about 
35  years  ago  with  the  idea  of  gradual  development  for  industry.  Mr. 
Walker  said  the  Victor  Gruen  plan  for  development  of  this  property, 
made  public  about  a year  ago,  was  "a  planner's  dream  of  what  could  be 
done  with  a whole  area  of  the  Bay.  But  it  is  not  a politically  practical 
plan  at  this  time."  He  said  that  economic  studies  are  now  being  made  to 
see  what  type  of  development  is  feasible.  "A  moratorium  is  inevitable," 
he  said,  "but  we  would  hope  there  could  be  some  escape  valve,  so  a 
commission  could  give  interim  permits  for  development  that  would  fit 
in  with  the  overall  plan.  " Mr.  Walker  added  his  hope  that  the  planning 
would  produce  "permanent  agreement  on  a final  shoreline  for  the  Bay." 
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WILLIAM  PENN  MOTT,  JR.,  president  of  the  Save  San  Francisco  Bay 
Association,  suggested  several  changes  in  wording  in  the  Commission's 
revised  draft  proposal.  He  questioned  the  workability  of  a 29-member 
Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission,  and  suggested  it  have 
no  more  than  9 members  who  would  be  "men  and  women  of  known  ability 
and  concern  with  San  Francisco  Bay."  Mr.  Mott  urged  that  the  shoals 
outside  the  Golden  Gate  be  considered  in  planning  for  the  Bay,  because 
removing  sand  from  the  shoals  would  affect  the  scouring  action  of  the  Bay 
waters  and  would  also  affect  sand  deposits  in  the  Bay. 

RAOUL  A.  VINCILIONE,  secretary  and  business  agent  of  the  Inland 
Boatmen's  Union,  said  that  "the  parts  of  the  Bay  contemplated  for  filling 
will  give  work  to  a great  number  of  people  now  and  in  the  future . Tidelands 
that  are  now  filthy  and  unsanitary  areas  should  be  filled  or  cleaned  up.  We 
are  definitely  opposed  to  any  moratorium  on  filling."  Mr.  Vincilione  said 
his  union  agrees  with  the  need  for  overall  planning  for  the  Bay,  "but  we 
don't  want  to  see  our  people  thrown  out  of  work."  He  added  that  "there  is 
an  overemphasis  on  wildlife.  If  14  million  people  are  to  live  in  the  Bay 
Area,  there  simply  won't  be  much  wildlife  left  and  nothing  can  be  done 
about  it . 1 1 

HARRY  JACOBS,  president  of  the  Pacific  Inter-Club  Yacht  Association, 
said  "we  hope  the  proposed  commission  will  be  concerned  with  the 
recreational  aspect  of  the  Bay,  and  that  the  recreational  point  of  view 
will  be  represented  on  the  commission  itself  and  on  the  advisory 
committee . " 

D.B.  LUTEN,  vice-president  for  California  of  the  Federation  of  Western 
Outdoor  Clubs,  said  that  at  least  half  the  members  of  the  proposed  Bay 
Conservation  and  Development  Commission  "must  be  individuals  with  no 
recognizable  special  commitments."  Mr.  Luten  said  the  BCDC,  "or  even 
the  Legislature  prior  to  any  action  of  the  Commission,  should  announce  a 
program  of  condemnation  of  scenic  easements,  of  development  easements, 
on  all  land  within  the  rim  of  the  Bay,  including  tidelands  and  marshes,  all 
lands  not  now  in  intensive  economic  use."  He  added  that  property  owners 
should  be  fairly  paid  for  their  lands.  Mr.  Luten  said  that  the  policies  of 
American  society  toward  natural  resources  "may  have  been  the  most 
appropriate  possible  for  an  empty  land,  " but  even  if  this  were  so,  "it  can 
be  said  almost  categorically  that  (these  policies)  cannot  be  appropriate 
for  a full  land.  Whether  our  land  is  full  now  is  also  a matter  of  controversy. 
My  own  feeling  is  that  while  it  might  not  be  full  for  a people  who  seek  only 
deprivation,  it  is  already  perilously  full  for  a society  which  seeks  full, 
rich  lives  for  its  citizens." 

THOMAS  E.  EDWARDS,  president  of  the  Point  Richmond  Civic  Group, 
said  his  organization  is  concerned  about  the  lack  of  sufficient  public 
access  to  the  Bay.  He  urged  that  fill  projects  permitted  during  the 
interim  planning  period  be  required  to  provide  for  adequate  public  access 
to  the  Bay. 

MRS.  WARD  DUFFY,  president  of  the  Leagues  of  Women  Voters  of  the 
Bay  Area,  urged  that  the  proposed  BCDC  specifically  include  repre- 
sentatives of  cities.  She  further  urged  that  the  BCDC  be  required  to 
coordinate  its  work  closely  with  the  planning  programs  of  the  Bay  Area 
Transportation  Study  Commission  and  the  Association  of  Bay  Area 
Governments . 


HAROLD  G.  SHARP  of  the  Sierra  Club  said  that  "filling  the  Bay  to 
provide  for  homes,  or  for  industries  that  do  not  require  access  to 
water,  should  not  be  permitted."  He  said  that  there  is  not  a public 
interest,  but  rather  only  a private  interest,  in  filling  the  Bay  for  homes, 
factories,  and  similar  facilities.  Mr.  Sharp  added  that  the  proposed 
BCDC  should  include  representatives  of  conservation  and  sportsmen's 
organizations . 

ROBERT  DA  COSTA  of  San  Francisco,  speaking  as  an  individual,  sug- 
gested that  the  membership  of  the  BCDC  include  a conservationist. 

MELVIN  KAHN  of  Alameda,  speaking  as  an  individual,  said  he  had 
bought  a small  plot  of  land  on  Bay  Farm  Island  that  will  be  "enriched 
tremendously"  by  the  planned  900-acre  fill  project  off  the  island.  "But 
I do  not  want  the  money  from  this  kind  of  enrichment,"  he  said.  "The 
race  is  on.  The  developers  are  going  ahead  full  speed,  trying  to  claim 
as  much  of  the  Bay  land  as  they  can.  And  the  city  councils,  perhaps 
under  economic  pressure,  are  relinquishing  land  to  the  developers. 

JOHN  HIRTEN,  executive  director  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  and 
Urban  Renewal  Association  (SPUR),  disagreed  with  the  suggestion  that 
businessmen  and  conservationists  are  always  in  opposition  regarding  the 
Bay.  "it's  not  good  business  in  the  long  run  to  destroy  our  natural 
resources,"  he  said,  and  "the  heads  of  the  major  corporations  in  San 
Francisco  are  very  much  concerned  with  preservation  of  the  Bay  and 
with  proper  long-range  planning  for  the  Bay  Area." 

MRS.  J.  BENTON  COFFMAN,  of  the  Alameda  Woman's  Civic  Affairs 
Committee,  said  that  "filling  any  of  the  Bay  and  shoreline  for  private 
gain  and  private  residential  development  is  in  fact  an  unjustified  use,  if 
not  an  abuse,  of  a great  natural  resource.  We  recommend  that  any 
further  development  and  filling  of  the  Bay  be  restricted  to  public  needs 
and  public  uses. " 

HERBERT  SHELMADINE  of  Alameda,  speaking  as  an  individual,  said 
that  in  any  planning  for  the  Bay,  "cities  and  counties  should  retain  their 
identities.  " He  said  that  regulations  for  the  Bay  already  exist  in  that 
permits  are  required  from  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  for  fill  projects. 

MRS.  ARVA  H.  BURTIS  of  Richmond,  representing  the  Lower  Wildcat 
Canyon  area  of  Contra  Costa  County,  said  that  "city,  county,  and  regional 
master  plans  must  be  answerable  to  a higher  authority.  We  would  prefer 
that  it  be  the  State  of  California;  otherwise  we  will  have  to  seek  Federal 
intervention. " 

CHARLES  T.  TRAVERS,  vice  president  of  South  Shore  Center,  Inc.,  a 
subsidiary  of  Utah  Construction  & Mining  Company,  and  manager  of 
commercial  land  development  for  Utah  Construction  & Mining  Company, 
suggested  that  the  proposed  BCDC,  immediately  after  its  formation,  call 
on  local  jurisdictions  to  file  with  it  their  local  shoreline  plans . This 
would  greatly  facilitate  action  on  permit  applications,  he  said.  Mr. 
Travers  said  that  his  company  "could  go  along  with  the  BCDC  proposal, 
and  industry  generally  would  support  the  general  outlines  of  this  proposal." 
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D.C.  MAREK,  manager  of  the  land  division  of  the  Draper  Companies, 
said  his  companies'  holdings  in  the  Peacock  Gap  area  northeast  of  San 
Rafael  include  200  acres  of  tideland.  "The  problem  as  we  see  it,"  he 
said,  "is  in  preserving,  not  pre-empting,  private  property  rights  while 
an  orderly  plan  replaces  haphazard  development."  Mr.  Marek  said  that 
much  good  can  come  from  tideland  development:  "Solid  fills  faced  with 
sea  walls  can  provide  broad  esplanades  for  human  relaxation  and  enjoy- 
ment . . . selective  filling  can  control  sedimentation,  not  just  cause  it. 
Selective  filling  can  create  yacht  harbors  and  recreation  areas."  Mr. 
Marek  said  his  companies  support  the  proposal  for  a Bay  Conservation 
and  Development  Commission,  and  added  that  the  BCDC  should  not  only 
plan  for  the  Bay  but  also  should  "be  empowered  and  directed  to  legally 
adopt  its  plan  within  a specific  period  of  time  to  be  clearly  set  forth  in 
the  legislation  that  creates  the  commission." 

WALTER  SHANNON,  director  of  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game,  described  San  Francisco  Bay  as  "potentially  one  of  the  most 
productive  bodies  of  water  in  the  world."  But,  he  added,  such  species 
as  oysters,  shrimp,  crabs,  and  clams  "are  all  completely  dependent 
upon  the  shallow  tidal  areas  for  their  existence."  Mr.  Shannon  said 
that  Bay  marshes,  tidelands,  and  inshore  waters,  which  once  supported 
sizeable  "resident  populations"  of  waterfowl,  now  have  as  their  most 
important  role  use  as  a wintering  and  feeding  ground  for  birds  on  the 
Pacific  Flyway.  During  average  winters,  he  said,  the  area  supports 
about  one  million  birds  at  a time.  Mr.  Shannon  said  that  his  department, 
together  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  other  agencies,  and 
citizens'  groups,  has  designated  17  areas  in  the  Bay  and  Delta  that  are  of 
particular  importance  to  fish  and  wildlife.  "Frankly,"  he  said,  "we 
believe  that  without  some  forfeiture  of  local  autonomy  for  the  common 
good,  many  of  the  irreplaceable  natural  resources  of  the  Bay  will  be  lost 
in  the  lifetime  of  today's  children.  " 

W.  J.  McCLUNG,  general  manager  of  Pacific  Coast  operations  for 
Bethlehem  Steel  Company,  discussed  property  his  company  acquired 
earlier  this  year  at  Pinole  Point  in  Richmond.  The  property  totals 
1,800  acres,  of  which  about  740  are  in  tidelands.  Bethlehem's  con- 
struction thus  far  is  on  the  land  portion  of  the  property  and  will  require 
no  filling  of  tidelands.  If  a fully -integrated  steel  plant  were  to  be 
developed  on  the  property,  said  Mr.  McClung,  "we  would  foresee  that 
certain  tideland  areas  would  be  utilized  for  the  construction  of  docking 
facilities  to  serve  the  ships  supplying  our  facilities.  As  a natural  con- 
sequence of  these  facilities,  adjacent  and  contiguous  areas  of  tidelands 
will  be  required  for  storage  of  materials,  for  access  roads  and  railroad 
tracks,  and  for  conveyors  to  handle  the  materials."  Mr.  McClung  said 
"we  recognize  the  Bay  as  a great  natural  asset  and  are  anxious  to 
preserve  its  inherent  value  for  generations  to  come  --  but  we  do  feel 
that  there  must  be  room  for  industry,  as  well  as  for  residential  and 
recreational  development." 


RAE  WATTS,  Port  Director  for  the  San  Francisco  Port  Authority,  said 
that  "the  improvement  of  commerce  and  navigation  is  the  most  important 
purpose  for  which  the  State  holds  tidelands,  and  no  project  in  the  Bay 
should  interfere  with  commerce  and  navigation."  Mr.  Watts  described 
the  construction  of  the  8 -berth  Army  Street  Terminal,  noting  that  mud 
is  being  dredged  from  the  Bay  bottom  north  of  Islais  Creek  and  deposited 
behind  a dike  south  of  the  creek.  He  said  the  Port  Authority  is  consider- 
ing a proposed  project  involving  fill  in  the  area  of  the  old  ferry  slips 
behind  the  Ferry  Building,  and  is  also  placing  some  fill  in  the  Bay  at 
Pier  72.  "None  of  our  projects  would  adversely  affect  the  esthetic  or 
recreational  aspect  of  the  Bay,  " he  said,  "and  we  would  like  free  latitude 
out  to  the  pierhead  line. " 

G.  BRENT  DALRYMPLE  and  MARVIN  A.  LANPHERE,  geologists, 
said  "the  history  of  the  San  Andreas  and  Hayward  fault  systems  clearly 
indicates  that  another  great  earthquake  in  the  Bay  Area  can  be  expected. 

In  view  of  the  geologic  facts  and  the  pattern  of  damage  observed  in  pre- 
vious severe  earthquakes,  we  conclude  that  the  greatest  damage  in  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area  at  the  time  of  the  next  major  earthquake  will  be 
to  structures  and  public  works  built  on  made  land  and  marshland  adjacent 
to  San  Francisco  Bay.  Furthermore,  based  on  the  observed  effects  of 
past  major  earthquakes,  we  conclude  that  damage  in  these  areas  easily 
could  be  of  disastrous  proportions."  Drs.  Dalrymple  and  Lanphere 
recommended  that  "all  development  of  areas  underlain  by  soft,  water - 
saturated  ground,  including  Bay  fill  and  marshland,  be  stopped  until  the 
problem  has  been  studied  in  detail  and  appropriate  action  in  this  important 
matter  has*  been  taken  by  the  State  of  California.  " * 

JOHN  FISHER- SMITH,  representing  the  northern  California  chapter  of 
the  American  Institute  of  Architects,  urged  the  Study  Commission  to 
"press  strenuously  for  the  creation  of  a Great  Scheme  for  San  Francisco 
Bay.  This  Great  Scheme  to  be  successful  must  embody  a Master  Plan 
and  a Body  of  Policies."  The  plan  would  show  locations  for  various  uses  of 
of  the  Bay,  and  the  "Body  of  Policies"  would  guide  "those  who  will  enforce 
the  Plan  as  well  as  all  sectors  of  the  public  who  must  share  in  working 
toward  its  objectives."  Mr.  Fisher-Smith  said  the  "Great  Scheme" 
policy  board  ''should  not  be  composed  of  geographic  or  jurisdictional 
representatives,  nor  represent  commercial  interests,  but  rather  should 
be  composed  of  men  who  have  proven  their  judgment  and  wisdom  and  who 
have  shown  leadership  ability  in  the  community  at  large.  " 


* Following  its  meeting  of  December  1,  1964,  the  Commission  received 
a statement  from  William  W.  Moore,  executive  vice-president  of 
Dames  & Moore,  consultants  in  applied  earth  sciences.  Mr.  Moore, 
who  is  a geologist  as  well  as  a structural  engineer,  disagreed  sharply 
with  Drs.  Dalrymple  and  Lanphere,  calling  their  report  "largely  in- 
accurate and  misleading."  Mr.  Moore's  statement  has  been  made  a 
part  of  the  Commission's  files  and  records. 
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Introduced  by  Senator  McAteer 

February  4,  1964 


An  act  creating  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  Study 
Commission,  prescribing  the  membership  and  the  powers  and 
duties  of  the  commission,  and  making  an  appropriation 
therefor. 

(Approved  by  Governor  May  19,  1964.  Filed  with 
Secretary  of  State  May  20,  1964.) 

The  people  of  the  State  of  California  do  enact  as  follows: 

Article  1.  Declaration  of  Policy 

Section  1.  The  Legislature  hereby  finds  and  declares  that 
it  is  imperative  to  define  the  public  interest  in  San  Francisco 
Bay  and  that  it  be  determined  what  effects  the  further  filling 
of  San  Francisco  Bay  will  have  upon  navigation,  fish  and 
wildlife,  air  and  water  pollution,  and  all  of  the  regional  needs 
of  the  future  population  of  the  Bay  region.  The  Legislature, 
therefore,  declares  that  it  is  in  the  best  interests  of  the  people 
of  the  State,  and  particularly  the  people  of  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  area,  that  a San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  Study 
Commission  be  created  to  study  these  matters  and  report 
thereon  to  the  Legislature. 

The  Legislature  further  declares,  however,  that  the  func- 
tions of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  Study  Commis- 
sion are  of  an  advisory  nature  and  shall  not  be  construed  so 
as  to  abrogate  or  supersede  the  functions  of  the  Legislature 
or  of  the  duly  constituted  planning  agencies  of  local  govern- 
ment. 

Article  2.  Definition  of  San  Francisco  Bay 

Sec.  11.  For  the  purpose  of  this  act,  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  includes  the  water  areas  from  the  south  end  of  the  bay 
to  the  Sacramento  River  line  (Simmons  Point-Stake  Point  in 
Suisun  Bay)  and,  specifically,  the  marshlands  (land  lying 
between  mean  high  tide  and  five  feet  above  mean  sea  level) ; 
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tidelands  (land  lying  between  mean  high  tide  and  mean  low 
tide) ; and  submerged  lands  (land  lying  below  mean  low 
tide),  but  excluding  from  the  marshlands,  tidelands  and  sub- 
merged lands  those  lands  which  are  not  subject  to  tidal  action. 

The  definition  of  San  Francisco  Bay  which  is  made  by  this 
section  is  merely  for  the  purpose  of  prescribing  the  authority 
of  the  commission  which  is  created  by  this  act.  This  definition 
shall  not  be  construed  to  affect  title  to  any  land  or  to  prescribe 
the  boundaries  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  for  any  purpose 
except  the  authority  of  the  commission  created  by  this  act. 

Article  3.  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation 
Study  Commission 

Sec.  21.  The  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  Study  Com- 
mission is  hereby  created.  The  commission  shall  consist  of 
nine  members  appointed  as  follows: 

(a)  Two  members  of  the  public  appointed  by  the  Senate 
Rules  Committee. 

(b)  Two  members  of  the  public  appointed  by  the  Speaker 
of  the  Assembly. 

(c)  Three  members  of  the  public  appointed  by  the  Gov- 
ernor. The  Governor  shall  appoint  members  who  reside  in 
the  Bay  area  and  who  will  be  objective  in  their  approach  to  the 
task  assigned  to  the  commission. 

(d)  One  Member  of  the  Assembly  appointed  by  the  Speaker 
of  the  Assembly  and  one  Member  of  the  Senate  appointed 
by  the  Senate  Rules  Committee. 

The  Members  of  the  Legislature  appointed  to  the  commission 
shall  participate  in  the  activities  of  the  commission  to  the 
extent  that  such  participation  is  not  incompatible  with  their 
respective  positions  as  Members  of  the  Legislature.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  act,  such  Members  of  the  Legislature  shall 
constitute  a joint  interim  investigating  committee  on  the  sub- 
ject of  this  act  and  as  such  shall  have  the  powers  and  duties 
imposed  upon  such  committees  by  the  Joint  Rules  of  the 
Senate  and  Assembly. 

Sec.  22.  The  members  of  the  commission  shall  serve  with- 
out compensation  but  each  of  the  members  shall  be  reimbursed 
for  his  necessary  expenses  incurred  in  the  performance  of  his 
duties. 

Sec.  23.  The  Governor  shall  select  from  among  the  mem- 
bers of  the  commission  a chairman  and  a vice  chairman. 

Sec.  24.  The  time  and  place  of  the  first  meeting  of  the 
commission  shall  be  prescribed  by  the  Governor,  but,  in  no 
event,  shall  it  be  scheduled  for  a date  later  than  10  days  after 
the  effective  date  of  this  act. 
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Article  4.  Powers  and  Duties  of  the  Commission 

Sec.  31.  The  commission  shall  undertake  a study  designed 
to  ascertain  the  public  interest  in  San  Francisco  Bay,  and 
shall  report  thereon  to  the  Legislature  not  later  than  the  fifth 
legislative  day  of  the  1965  Regular  Session,  together  with 
recommended  legislation  defining  the  public  interest  in  San 
Francisco  Bay  and  recommended  legislation  for  protecting 
such  public  interest. 

Sec.  32.  The  commission  shall  also  undertake  a study  of 
the  effects  which  the  further  filling  of  San  Francisco  Bay  will 
have  upon  navigation,  fish  and  wildlife,  air  and  water  pollu- 
tion, and  all  of  the  regional  needs  of  the  future  population 
of  the  bay  region,  and  shall  report  thereon  to  the  Legislature 
not  later  than  the  fifth  legislative  day  of  the  1965  Regular 
Session  of  the  Legislature. 

It  is  the  express  intention  of  the  Legislature  that  this  com- 
mission and  every  aspect  of  it  shall  expire  as  of  the  date  on 
which  the  last  report,  as  required  in  Sections  31  and  32,  is 
submitted  to  the  Legislature. 

Sec.  33.  In  carrying  out  its  duties  and  responsibilities, 
the  commission  shall  have  all  of  the  following  powers: 

(a)  To  meet  at  such  times  and  places  as  it  may  deem  proper. 

(b)  As  a body  or,  on  the  authorization  of  the  commission, 
as  a subcommittee  composed  of  one  or  more  members,  to  hold 
hearings  at  such  times  and  places  as  it  may  deem  proper. 

(c)  To  administer  oaths. 

(d)  To  employ,  pursuant  to  laws  and  regulations  governing 
state  civil  service,  a secretary  and  such  clerical,  legal,  and 
technical  assistants  as  may  appear  necessary. 

(e)  To  employ  an  executive  secretary. 

(f ) To  contract  with  such  other  agencies,  public  or  private, 
as  it  deems  necessary,  for  the  rendition  and  affording  of  such 
services,  facilities,  studies  and  reports  to  the  commission  as 
will  best  assist  it  to  carry  out  its  duties  and  responsibilities. 

(g)  To  cooperate  with  and  to  secure  the  cooperation  of 
county,  city,  city  and  county,  and  other  local  agencies  in  in- 
vestigating any  matter  within  the  scope  of  its  duties  and 
responsibilities. 

(h)  To  cooperate  with  every  department,  agency,  or  instru- 
mentality in  the  state  government,  including  but  not  limited 
to,  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  the  Division  of  Beaches 
and  Parks,  the  Division  of  Small  Craft  Harbors,  the  State 
Water  Pollution  Control  Board,  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Re- 
gional Water  Pollution  Control  Board,  the  State  Lands  Com- 
mission, and  the  Division  of  Highways;  and  to  secure  directly 
from  every  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  full  co- 
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operation,  access  to  its  records,  and  access  to  any  information, 
suggestions,  estimates,  data,  and  statistics  it  may  have  avail- 
able. 

(i)  To  cooperate  with  any  other  state  or  local  agency 
which  is  engaged  in  making  developmental  studies  in  the  bay 
and  delta  regions. 

(j)  To  cooperate  with  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

(k)  To  authorize  its  agents  and  employees  to  absent  them- 
selves from  the  State  where  necessary  for  the  performance  of 
their  duties. 

(l)  The  commission  may  accept  grants  from  the  federal 
government  or  from  other  public  or  private  agencies  and  use 
such  funds  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in  this  chapter. 

(m)  To  do  any  and  all  other  things  necessary  or  convenient 
to  enable  it  fully  and  adequately  to  perform  its  duties  and  to 
exercise  the  powers  expressly  granted  it. 

Sec.  34.  The  Legislature  recognizes  the  current  efforts  of 
the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  in  the  field  of  re- 
gional planning  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area,  and  the  com- 
mission is  requested  to  cooperate  with  the  Association  of  Bay 
Area  Governments  in  making  its  studies  under  this  act  so  as 
to  avoid  duplication  of  efforts. 

Article  5.  Appropriation 

Sec.  4 1 . The  sum  of  seventy-five  thousand  dollars  ( $7 5,000 ) 
is  hereby  appropriated  from  the  General  Fund  to  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Conservation  Study  Commission  for  expendi- 
ture by  the  commission  in  carrying  out  the  duties  which  are 
imposed  upon  it  by  this  act. 
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NOTE:  The  photograph  on  page  2,  which  is  copyrighted  by  Clyde  Sunderland  of  Oakland,  is  a 

photo  mosaic  of  the  Bay  Area.  The  mosaic  consists  of  more  than  1,000  pictures;  the 
original  aerial  photographs  were  taken  at  an  altitude  of  about  22,000  feet. 
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